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ABSTRACT 
Faculty And Student Perceptions Of Academic Cheating And The 
Influence Of Achievement Motivation With Online and Face-To-Face Learning 
Environments 
By 
Sherée Christine Royer 
Dr. Lisa D. Bendixen, Examination Committee Chair 
Associate Professor of Educational Psychology and Higher Education 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
There are many components contributing to academically dishonest behaviors and 
with improvements in technology, methods for cheating have expanded to web-based 
classrooms. This study focuses on academically dishonest behaviors in online and face-
to-face (F2F) course formats in an attempt to better understand the impact of cheating in 
these two learning environments. Additional factors in this study include the relationship 
between student and faculty achievement orientation and classroom context through the 
use of vignettes. Participants were students and faculty from a large Southwestern 
University and faculty members from a local smaller college in the same area. 
Respondents completed inventories using a web-based survey site from which data were 
downloaded and analyses completed. A multi-method approach was used to gain 
awareness of participant perceptions both quantitatively and qualitatively. Based on this 
research and consistent with previous research, students and faculty identified cheating 
behaviors as academically dishonest in online and F2F learning environments and faculty 
anticipated cheating behaviors more than students. Moreover, findings indicated that 
when cheating occurs, students are collaborating on assessments, particularly when those 
requirements are completed outside of a traditional classroom. With current trends in 
 iv 
 
technology, such as, Google Glass, faculty should be vigilant and forthcoming about their 
academic integrity expectations. In a proactive response to cheating, faculty can integrate 
mastery-oriented strategies by generating individualized learning experiences for students 
in both online and F2F learning environments.    
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 Academic dishonesty is a perplexing issue lacking a simple solution. In fact, 
countless contributions have been made in researching classroom cheating to better 
understand how to resolve this problem as it persists. In the present study, academically 
dishonest behaviors were assessed concentrating on undergraduate students and 
university faculty to gain further awareness of cheating behaviors in online and face-to-
face (F2F) learning environments.   
 While cheating may seem harmless to others it should not be viewed as a 
victimless crime (Whitley & Keith-Spiegel, 2002). Both faculty and students are affected 
by academically dishonest behaviors. For example, when cheating occurs facilitators 
spend additional time on paperwork which may only lead to questions regarding actual 
evidence and instructor competency. As a result, faculty may even be discouraged from 
reporting these incidents (Keith-Spielgel, Tabachnick, Whitley, & Washburn, 1998). 
Students are also affected including one student earning the same grade as another 
student achieved dishonestly. Furthermore, students who demonstrate comprehension 
during an assessment will be expected to build on their knowledge base. However, if 
learners cheat during an assignment, the judgment of their abilities will be inaccurate and 
misleading to both students and their facilitator (Cizek, 1999; Garavalia, Olson, Russell, 
& Christensen, 2007).  
Cheating 
 While the behavior of cheating may be widespread in the educational process 
(Cizek, 1999) the definition of academic dishonesty is varied. For the purpose of this 
 2 
study, cheating is defined as “the use or provision of any unauthorized materials or 
assistance in academic work and /or activities that compromise the assessment process” 
(Garavalia et al., 2007, p. 34; see also Athanasou & Olasehinde, 2002; Cizek, 1999).  
 The rationale for selecting this particular definition is twofold. First, this 
definition encompasses students accessing unauthorized materials or assistance gained 
which could occur in various learning situations. Secondly, the purpose of this research 
was to acknowledge the different perceptions between students and faculty with online 
and F2F classes and the assessment process. Thus, behaviors identified for this research 
reflected assessments prevalent in any online or F2F college course. 
Cheating occurs from elementary education through graduate school (Cizek, 
1999; Sheard, Markham & Dick, 2003). Additionally, many students cheat at least once 
in their academic career, making academic dishonesty research an important subject. In 
fact, many researchers have attempted to separate the difference between those who will 
cheat and those who will not. For instance, one aspect of Haines, Diekhoff, LaBeff and 
Clark’s (1986) research was determining characteristics between cheaters and 
noncheaters. The researchers concluded that while gender was not a factor in cheating 
other demographic factors were, including: age, academic commitment, and involvement 
with extracurricular activities (Haines et al., 1986). Likewise, McCabe and Trevino 
(1997) found academic dishonesty to occur with students involved in extracurricular 
activities, particularly, fraternity/sorority members. They also reported age and academic 
achievement as indicators for cheating (McCabe & Trevino, 1997). McCabe and Trevino 
(1997) further explained peer disapproval as an important factor in minimizing 
academically dishonest behaviors.   
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 McCabe and Trevino (1996) also noted that students are less likely to be 
dishonest “when they believe faculty are committed to their courses” (p. 31). Students 
who feel a relationship with the campus through facilitators, administration and peers, 
have an increased sense of trust they do not want to violate as opposed to college 
campuses not personally invested in their students (McCabe & Trevino, 1996). McCabe, 
Trevino, and Butterfield (2001) farther stress the necessity of promoting academic 
integrity within the student culture as a means of improving academic conduct. 
Achievement motivation is another important factor in understanding cheating 
(Murdock & Anderman, 2006). Learners approach tasks based on the likelihood of 
success and anticipated outcomes (Atkinson, 1957). Students’ academically dishonest 
behaviors could be based on showing competency, achieving a grade, or lacking beliefs 
in their ability to accomplish tasks. Thus, the combined relationship between facilitator, 
student and motivation could play a role in the decision to cheat or not.  
 Cheating can also occur in various course formats. Spaulding (2009) conducted a 
study to evaluate perceptions of academic dishonesty with online and F2F students. His 
research was based on 103 students that included 27 participants from online courses. All 
participants, however, completed course assessments through Blackboard, an educational 
software system. Spaulding (2009) utilized the Survey of Student Academic Misconduct 
to establish cheating behaviors of the participant and the participant’s perception of 
fellow students’ academic misconduct. He found students acknowledged their fellow 
classmates dishonest behavior more than their own reported misconduct. Furthermore, 
Spaulding (2009) was unable to identify a significant difference between course format 
(i.e., F2F and online) and perceptions of cheating. 
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 While Spaulding’s (2009) study provided a foundation for comparing online and 
F2F perceptions of academic dishonesty, several areas of research could be added. For 
instance, he indicated faculty perceptions of cheating should also be evaluated. 
Furthermore, Spaulding’s study was quantitative in nature, using one survey to collect 
data. The current study used student and faculty participants to understand different 
perceptions of cheating and included both quantitative data (multiple surveys) and 
qualitative data to explain or justify Likert responses. Miller, Murdock, Anderman, and 
Poindexter (2007) also recommended further research addressing contextual factors and 
aspects of motivation to better understand dishonest academic behaviors. Subsequently, 
this current multi-method study expanded the literature available on perceptions of 
academic dishonesty in online and F2F classrooms and also examined achievement 
motivation as a factor in cheating.   
 The results from this study could aid many individuals invested in the educational 
process. For example, administrators and teachers can benefit from understanding how 
students and faculty perceive academically dishonest behaviors in the two learning 
environments. Additionally, facilitators and administrators could generate policies to 
improve awareness of classroom expectations including specifically addressing cheating 
behaviors.  
Purpose 
 The intent of this study was to compare college students and faculty perceptions 
of cheating in two learning environments: online and F2F. Additionally, this research 
detailed participant views of academically dishonest behaviors and methods for 
minimizing cheating within the context of two different classrooms. An embedded design 
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was used within this multi-method approach in that quantitative data was collected along 
with supplemental qualitative data (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011). It was expected that 
quantitative data would reflect the following three assertions: First, students and faculty 
would not perceive the same behaviors as cheating in online and F2F learning 
environments. Secondly, a participant’s motivational stance would influence his/her 
perspective on cheating. Third, the classroom context would impact perceptions of 
cheating.   
Qualitative data collected provided perspectives from student and faculty 
participants beyond the statistical analysis from the various quantitative inventories. This 
additional data garners insight on participant views of academically dishonest behaviors 
for both online and F2F learning environments. This mixed methods approach is 
consistent with an embedded design where the current study gained additional value from 
incorporating a qualitative analysis in an overall quantitative study (Creswell & Plano-
Clark, 2011). 
Research Questions 
 It was expected that the facilitator’s motivation orientation could impact both 
student motivation and cheating. Therefore, it is necessary for teachers to understand 
their effect on academic dishonesty regardless of whether they facilitate an online or F2F 
classroom. The research questions for this study included: How do students and faculty 
classify behaviors as academically dishonest? Is there a relationship between motivation 
orientation and student and faculty responses for academic dishonesty? Finally, how do 
students and faculty perceive cheating in two learning environments: online and F2F?   
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Summary 
 Technology has made a tremendous impact on education that cannot be ignored. 
Because of advancements, students not only learn in the classroom but also from any 
location including at home, work, and cafés. Contemporary learners may also be 
impacted by the motivation within their learning environment making it necessary to 
understand achievement motivation and academic dishonesty. Students make numerous 
decisions regarding their undergraduate education, therefore, it is imperative to research 
and understand cheating in online and F2F learning formats. Having knowledge of this 
issue can greatly improve education and individual learning experiences.  
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Educational environments are rapidly changing including students “attending” 
class from the privacy of their own homes. While these changes continue to require a new 
perspective on teaching and education, some concerns maintain relevance. For instance, 
cheating has been a longstanding issue and has been recently heightened with the 
availability of technology (Garavalia et al., 2007). Thus, it is necessary to consider how 
to minimize the impact of academically dishonest behaviors in classrooms regardless of 
the student’s physical location. This issue presented the criteria for the current research 
focused on students’ and facilitators’ views of cheating behaviors in online and F2F 
classrooms and the role of achievement motivation.   
Theories 
 Academic dishonesty has been researched under several major theoretical 
movements within psychology. In this particular study, cheating was explained within the 
cognitive and social learning perspectives with emphasis on the impact of achievement 
motivation.  
 Cognitive Theory. Cognitive theory attempts to “…understand how people think 
and comprehend; how they learn and remember; and how they solve problems and come 
to be creative” (Di Vesta, 1987, p. 204). However, most research within the cognitive 
foundation is focused on mini models addressing specific issues within cognition (i.e., 
self-regulation, motivation) as opposed to explaining the individual under one grand 
theory (Di Vesta, 1987). Two significant contributions to cognitive theory and education 
are schema theory and metacognition. These frameworks consider aspects of learning 
which can help in understanding cheating behaviors.  
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 Schemata or structural knowledge helps to categorize information, assist with 
remembering, and understand new information (Byrnes, 2008). This theory was useful to 
education in that it provided learners with a visual representation of information via a 
mental model similar to the learner’s schema. Students who understood how to organize 
their prior knowledge with new material, for example, were found to be more efficient in 
solving problems (Greeno, Collins, & Resnick, 1996).  
 Furthermore, individuals could strategize by using learning tools and having an 
awareness of mental models to comprehend and retain material; for example, active 
learners employ these metacognition skills (Di Vesta, 1987). Schraw (2001) explains that 
a combination of learner awareness and knowledge are both needed in controlling the 
learner’s cognition. A corresponding key to metacognition is self-regulation. Zimmerman 
(2001) describes students who self-regulate “…self-generate thoughts, feelings, and 
actions to attain their learning goals” (p. 5). Students monitoring their learning through 
self-regulation will also consider their abilities in completing tasks (Cervone, Mor, Orom, 
Shadel, & Scott, 2004). 
Social Cognitive Theory. Social cognitive theory is also important to 
understanding academic dishonesty. Bandura (2001) explains social cognitive theory as a 
more comprehensive theory by considering the cognitive aspects of individuals addressed 
earlier and the environmental factors contributing to their behaviors. Bandura’s (1977) 
concept of self-efficacy is consistent with this in that individuals have control over their 
self and environment based on their sense of capability. He wrote “Efficacy beliefs are 
the foundation of human agency” and explained that people persist in difficult situations 
due to believing they can reach the anticipated outcome (Bandura, 2001, p. 10). Bandura 
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(2001) also recognized individuals must work with others in reaching their goals. He 
stated social situations generate expectations and opportunities for individual growth; 
however, while the individual may benefit from the situation, this person could also be a 
contributor to the environment (Bandura, 2001).   
 Self-efficacy is described as the ability to successfully achieve based on learned 
beliefs and is considered one of the more important social learning contributions (Graham 
& Weiner, 1996; Jarvis, 2006). Thus, an individual who finds success with a behavior 
will increase his/her self-efficacy and the reoccurrence of the behavior (Jarvis, 2006). 
Schunk (2001) explains individuals create beliefs about outcomes after observing the 
consequences of modeled actions. As a result, “…students engage in tasks about which 
they feel confident and avoid those tasks about which they are not confident” (Pajares & 
Schunk, 2002, p. 14). High self-efficacy students will also benefit from their optimistic 
beliefs and appreciate the challenge of the task while learners with low self-efficacy may 
minimize their attempts with the same task thinking the task is more challenging than it is 
actually (Pajares & Schunk, 2002). It is this belief which could lead to potential cheating 
behaviors in an attempt to circumvent a requirement.  
 Finn and Frone (2004) conducted a study to examine whether students with low 
self-efficacy were more likely to cheat than those with a higher self-efficacy. 
Additionally, they were interested in the impact of school identification (attachment to 
institution; sense of belonging to school) and cheating. Participants between the ages of 
16 and 19 completed a questionnaire based on four constructs; cheating, academic 
performance, academic self-efficacy, and school identification. Finn and Frone (2004) 
concluded that learners with low self-efficacy were more likely to cheat than those with 
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higher self-efficacy; unless, the higher self-efficacy learners had concerns regarding 
beliefs about their abilities to maintain grades. Moreover, students who did not identify 
with their school and had low self-efficacy were most likely to cheat. Finn and Frone 
(2004) stated that future research should consider the impact of the classroom 
environment on academic dishonest behaviors. They also recommend facilitators 
focusing on learning and hard work as one method for reducing cheating (Finn & Frone, 
2004).  
 Self-efficacy plays an important role in understanding achievement motivation. 
For example, self-efficacy targets future behavior rather than past events and is consistent 
in determining behavior change and gaining new skills (Graham & Weiner, 1996). For 
instance, students could base their academic decisions on outcomes like personal mastery 
of information or on publicized praises from their teacher.  
 Achievement Motivation. Motivation as defined by Pintrich and Schunk (2002), 
“is the process whereby goal-directed activity is instigated and sustained” (p. 5). Within 
this broad definition are two widely discussed aspects of motivation; intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation (Lens & Vansteenkiste, 2006). Individuals intrinsically motivated 
are concerned with being competent, increasing knowledge, and independently 
functioning.  On the other hand, extrinsic motivation is based on obtaining something not 
necessarily associated with the initial behavior, such as, accolades beyond the original 
task (Lens & Vansteenkiste, 2006). These two constructs contribute to achievement 
motivation.  
 Atkinson (1957) identified achievement motivation concepts by explaining the 
initial three variables: motive, expectancy and incentive. As a result, individuals can be 
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motivated to achieve while others want to avoid failure (Atkinson, 1957). In Atkinson’s 
(1957) achievement motivation theory, he considered why students choose to succeed or 
have a fear of failing (Atkinson, 1957; Graham & Weiner, 1996). His premise included 
the following components: the need for achievement, the probability of success, and the 
incentive value of success (p. 70). Atkinson (1957) explained that the learner’s own 
beliefs, along with the combination of task difficulty and incentives, would produce the 
motivation to complete a task (see also Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Atkinson (1957) made 
an important distinction: achievement motivated individuals would prefer medium risk 
whereas the individual motivated to avoid failure prefers either very easy tasks or those 
extremely difficult to avoid embarrassment.  
 More recently, Dweck (1989) offered the following definition for achievement 
motivation, “…[it] is the analysis of the determinants of goal-oriented striving, where the 
goals relate to competence” (p. 97). Learners fall within two goal categories (similar to 
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation); learning and performance goals (Dweck, 1989). 
Learning goals are consistent with intrinsic motivation in that the learner is focused on 
increasing personal comprehension and mastery. In contrast, performance goals, similar 
to extrinsic motivation, are based on learners receiving acknowledgement for their 
abilities. 
Jordan (2001) researched the impact of mastery and extrinsic motivation on 
academically dishonest behaviors. Participants indicated their own cheating behaviors 
and the number of these occurrences for each course they completed in prior semesters 
(Jordan, 2001). Participants also completed another survey identifying their personal 
motivation (mastery and extrinsic) as well as course motivation (mastery and extrinsic) 
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for each course. Lastly, students identified their perception of other students’ cheating, 
whether cheating was justified, and their awareness of an honor system. Similar to prior 
information from McCabe and Trevino (1997), students’ awareness of an honor system 
was a predictor in cheating. For example, students lacking an understanding of the 
institutional policy reported more cheating. Furthermore, participants who cheated 
believed more cheating was occurring by other students. Jordan (2001) also determined 
mastery motivation and attitude were an important predictor of academic integrity; 
students who cheated had lower mastery motivation and higher extrinsic motivation in 
courses where they cheated than in courses where they did not cheat. This same 
occurrence applied to cheaters and noncheaters, with cheaters having a higher extrinsic 
and lower mastery motivation than noncheaters (Jordan, 2001). Based on Jordan’s (2001) 
results, motivation in a course was a good indicator for academically dishonest behaviors. 
 Lens and Vansteenkiste (2006) further contend learners with a mastery orientation 
enjoy challenges and are not alarmed by potential setbacks. In contrast, performance-
focus learners concentrate on the task outcome and perception of others. This type of 
learner’s concern is not based on personal progress but publically made gains, including 
success over other students and this inspires competition. Furthermore, a third type of 
learner who chooses not to engage in challenging tasks with the fear of failing is 
classified as performance-avoidance oriented. Even though the latter two types of 
performance learners differ by either competing or avoiding failure, both focus on 
rewards from the environment (such as acknowledgement or avoiding embarrassment) 
and not the intrinsic gains from mastery learning (Lens & Vansteenkiste, 2006).  
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 Learners will also create particular goals when gaining new information; 
however, the approach in which these goals are generated can impact the outcome of 
their processed information. For example, mastery-oriented learners will persist in 
challenging situations and look for opportunities to increase personal skills. Students 
driven by mastery-orientation will push beyond a difficult obstacle or moments of failure 
in pursuit of later success (Elliott & Dweck, 1988; Nicholls, 1984). On the other hand, 
learners who are performance-oriented address learning situations with a different 
perspective. For instance, performance-oriented learners were less likely to pursue 
learning as difficulty increased and view of personal ability decreased (Elliott & Dweck, 
1988). Additionally, performance-oriented learners prefer acknowledgement of abilities 
which can include comparison with others (Elliott & Dweck, 1988; Nicholls, 1984). In 
essence, mastery-oriented learners use themselves as the baseline for moving forward 
while performance-oriented learners use others to establish their level of success. Thus, 
achievement motivation becomes an important variable to academic dishonesty when 
students may have concerns with maintaining similar scores with fellow classmates. 
 Ames and Archer (1988) conducted a study to examine student motivation in 
relationship to classroom goal orientation using academically advanced students in grades 
8-11. Ames and Archer (1988) operationalized achievement motivation based on the 
classroom climate:  
Success is defined as… Improvement, progress (mastery) or High grades, high 
normative performance (performance); Value placed on… Effort/learning 
(mastery) or Normatively high ability (performance); Reasons for satisfaction… 
Working hard, challenge (mastery) or Doing better than others (performance); 
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Teacher oriented toward… How students are learning (mastery) or How students 
are performing (performance). (p. 261)  
Ames and Archer’s (1988) definition was the premise for evaluating student perceptions 
of the classroom in conjunction with achievement motivation. Participating students 
completed the Learning and Study Strategy Inventory and a survey addressing classroom 
goal orientation (Ames & Archer, 1988). As anticipated, Ames and Archer’s (1988) data 
reflected perceived mastery-oriented classrooms fostering a positive and adaptive 
approach whereas the perceived performance-oriented environment created judging, 
concerns of failure and the inability to adapt. The data from this study supported 
evaluating mastery and performance oriented classrooms to determine the likelihood of 
cheating behaviors. Ames and Archer (1988) concluded mastery-oriented students used 
learning strategies and had a better attitude toward class. Ames and Archer (1988) also 
contend a mastery structured classroom supports students’ believing their efforts are 
creating their success and students will continue to use learning strategies. The current 
study also incorporated mastery and performance classroom settings to aid in 
understanding how motivation would impact the likelihood of academic cheating.   
Motivation and Cheating 
 Murdock and Anderman (2006) created a framework to explain cheating and 
achievement motivation. In their theory, Murdock and Anderman (2006) acknowledge 
three important factors: “…student goals, students’ expectations for accomplishing those 
goals, and students’ assessments of the costs associated with achieving those goals” (p. 
129). To substantiate their perspective, Murdock and Anderman (2006) reviewed an 
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assortment of experimental and non-experimental research studies to answer three 
questions regarding achievement motivation and cheating expectancies.  
 First, Murdock and Anderman (2006) focused on student purpose and determined 
student goals were related to cheating behaviors. For instance, several studies reviewed 
show that students with mastery goals (i.e., focused on understanding) were less likely to 
cheat; whereas, students with performance (or extrinsic) goals were more likely to cheat. 
Murdock and Anderman (2006) supported this claim using a multitude of prior studies, 
including research based on the Learning and Grade Orientation scale (LOGO) 
developed by Eison (1981) and hypothetical vignettes. Both of these instruments (the 
LOGO and hypothetical vignettes) were used in the current study and will be addressed 
in more detail later.  
 Murdock and Anderman’s (2006) second question was based on students’ belief 
of whether they could “do this” which is consistent with Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy 
concept. Murdock and Anderman (2006) reviewed numerous nonexperiemental and 
experimental studies and determined that learners who expected to succeed and had high 
self-efficacy beliefs did not need to rely on cheating as a strategy; but, students with low 
self-efficacy regardless of prior strong or weak performance were “…equally likely to 
cheat” (p. 134).  
 In answering their third question, Murdock and Anderman (2006) considered 
issues of costs which included both the penalty for being caught, as well as the impact on 
self-image. They explained students cheat when costs could be minimized; such as, 
employing neutralizing attitudes to justify an action. For instance, one approach to 
compensate for cheating was the facilitator’s motivation toward a performance-based 
 16 
environment rather than mastery-oriented (Murdock, Miller, & Kohlhardt, 2004). As a 
result of this review, Murdock and Anderman (2006) confirmed their model for academic 
dishonesty using three factors in knowing whether or not the learner will cheat: the 
learner’s purpose, self-efficacy beliefs for the subject matter, and the punitive costs 
involved in cheating.  
 In summary, achievement motivation is an important factor when evaluating 
academic dishonesty. As Anderman (2007) concluded “Goal orientation theory offers a 
tested theoretical framework for critically examining instructional practices that may 
foster increased cheating behaviors in children, adolescents, and adults” (p. 102). This 
premise is significant to the current research study regarding classroom goal structure and 
cheating. Furthermore, the cognitive perspective considers both student and faculty 
contributions “in which the student plays an important role in what is learned even when 
the teaching situation seems to be controlled completely by the teacher” (Di Vesta, 1987, 
p. 229). Based on this interaction in learning, student and faculty perspectives were 
important perspectives in understanding academically dishonest behaviors for the current 
study.  
Faculty 
 As previously explained, the social cognitive theory recognizes individuals are 
not isolated from the interactions of their environment (Bandura, 2001). Thus, teachers 
and students must work together to reach anticipated course outcomes in both online and 
F2F course formats. For example, instructors can limit academic dishonest behaviors by 
establishing guidelines and providing explanations regarding academic integrity. As 
noted by Stearns (2001), “…instructors  are in a unique position: They not only control 
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the classroom environment in which most cases of academic dishonesty occur, but they 
are also largely the creators of that environment” (pp. 275-276).  
Stearns’ (2001) research focuses on understanding the relationship between 
students’ perceptions of their instructors and their academically dishonest behavior. 
Participants completed a survey indicating the number of times they committed 
academically dishonest behaviors in their current course. Students were also asked about 
their facilitator to determine whether instructor evaluation contributed to cheating. Of the 
participants acknowledging dishonest behaviors, many (75.8%) had repeated instances 
that included working with another student, such as copying from an exam and/or paper 
(Stearns, 2001). Furthermore, students cheating were less likely to respect their instructor 
and have a like type evaluation for him/her than noncheating students. Stearns (2001) that 
recommended facilitators address academic integrity with students as the instructor’s 
behavior can set the tone for the classroom. 
 Although academic integrity may be improved by discussing academic guidelines, 
some facilitators contribute to cheating by ignoring the problem. For instance, Whitley 
and Keith-Spiegel (2002) described faculty members denying concerns of academic 
dishonesty using various excuses, such as, it does not occur in their class, they do not 
want to know about it, and/or cheating is a form of learning (pp. 9-10). Keith-Spiegel et 
al. (1998) studied the lack of facilitator reporting using 129 faculty members teaching 
psychology and members of Division 2 of the American Psychological Association. 
Ninety participants acknowledged one of the most negative aspects of teaching is dealing 
with a cheating student. From Keith-Spiegel et al.’s (1998) data, four factors were 
determined as important to their “factor model for avoiding confrontation with academic 
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dishonesty”: Emotion, Denial, Fear, and Difficult (p. 221). For example, facilitators 
believed that the anxiety involved with accusing a student is too intense. Additionally, 
concerns of retaliated legal actions and the process for reporting were additional reasons 
for not addressing issues of academically dishonest behaviors. As a result of inconsistent 
reporting, students may have several opportunities for performing dishonorable acts 
while avoiding professor confrontation.  
Students 
 While faculty may not always be aware of academic dishonesty, many students 
have reported cheating at one point or another in their academic careers (Cizek, 1999; 
McCabe & Trevino, 1997). For example, McCabe and Trevino (1996) conducted a study 
using 6,096 students from 26 institutions and found that two out of three students 
engaged in at least one academically dishonest behavior. Miller et al. (2007) reviewed a 
number of studies to establish demographic conclusions regarding cheaters. They 
determined there were many inconsistencies as learners are complex individuals and 
separating demographic issues was difficult. For instance, older students are less likely to 
cheat than their younger counterparts. However, as students’ progress through their 
education, only successful students maintaining academic requirements will continue. As 
a result, this limits the population of students who may have cheated as a younger 
student. Additionally, non-traditional students (age based) may approach their 
educational process differently than traditional students due to their personal life and 
goals. This example is a reflection of potential problems occurring when teasing out 
demographic data on cheaters. 
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 Even with some inconsistencies present in the demographic variables, Miller et al. 
(2007) determined that students are more likely to cheat if the learner is involved in an 
organization (such as fraternity or sports association) or due to the type of material 
(science and math). While data reflected relationships with these various factors, it does 
little to establish and reduce cheating in the classroom. Miller et al. (2007) summarized 
cheaters best when they wrote: 
They are students-male and female, intelligent and lazy, athletes and 
nerds-with a need to get ahead, a fear of failure, or pressure to succeed 
who discover cheating as an overlooked, often ignored, and 
technologically simple transgression. …the one conclusion we can draw 
from them is that there is no clear-cut profile of a student who cheats.     
(p. 26) 
 Without a clear line of demographic information to identify cheating; 
achievement motivation continues to be the most likely factor in understanding 
academically dishonest behaviors for the current study. Such as the premise in the Miller 
et al.’s (2007) review, individuals who are mastery-oriented are less likely to cheat than 
those based on performance motivation.   
As was mentioned previously, one method for evaluating student achievement 
motivation is with Eison’s (1981) Learning-Orientation/Grade-Orientation Scale 
(LOGO); a questionnaire used to assess students’ preference for learning or grades. This 
instrument includes questions regarding classroom behaviors and attitudes using a 9-point 
Likert scale (Eison, 1981). A few years after it was first published, the LOGO was 
updated to the LOGO II to resolve initial statistical concerns and create a more valid 
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instrument (Eison, Pollio, & Milton, 1986). The LOGO II has also been used in research 
studying academically dishonest behaviors.   
 For example, Rettinger, Jordan, and Peschiera (2004) examined motivation and 
cheating in their study to determine whether ability would impact a decision to cheat. 
Using 103 undergraduates from a liberal arts college, the researchers supplied four 
vignettes using a male as their hypothetical college student. Within the vignettes, 
information was manipulated to show either intrinsic or extrinsic motivation and 
perceived low or high ability. In addition to learners receiving one of the vignettes, the 
LOGO II was also administered to evaluate students’ intrinsic or extrinsic orientation. 
Finally, participants completed a checklist of cheating behaviors they engaged in during 
their college career, such as cheating on exams, papers, and labs.  
 The results from Rettinger et al.’s (2004) study indicated that 83% of their 
participants cheated at some point during their college career. Of these students, 55% 
were classified as serious; such as, plagiarizing a portion of a paper (42%) or cheating on 
an exam (53%). Seventy percent of participants also acknowledged cheating on lab 
assignments or homework. Additionally, Rettinger et al. (2004) determined that students 
who were more likely to cheat themselves also indicated the male learner from the 
vignette as more likely to cheat. Moreover, students who were extrinsically motivated 
were also more likely to cheat and indicated a greater likelihood for cheating than those 
intrinsically motivated.  
 In summation, Rettinger et al. (2004) determined both student and faculty 
motivation should be considered with cheating when they explained; “…faculty [who] 
emphasize the intrinsic value of course material, share their enthusiasm for the topic, and 
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genuinely motivate their students, they can expect cheating rates to decline” (p. 887). Due 
to the significant role faculty play in student education and cheating behaviors, the 
current study investigated both facilitator and student goal-oriented motivation and their 
views of academic dishonesty. 
LOGO 
 As was discussed previously, the LOGO and LOGO II were developed for 
students. Later, the LOGO F was developed for faculty. These questionnaires determined 
the motivational orientation for faculty and students. The LO part of the survey reflects 
“learning-orientation” in which students’ principal attitude is based on acquiring 
knowledge and personal growth. For instance, “I enjoy classes in which the instructor 
attempts to relate material to concerns beyond the classroom.” (Eison, Pollio, & Milton, 
1982, p. 23). On the other hand the GO or “grade-orientation” part of the survey is based 
on earning grades as the significance of college such as, “I think it is unfair to test 
students on material not covered in class lectures and discussions, even if it is in reading 
assignments.” (Eison et al., 1982, p. 23). The LOGO II focuses on behaviors and attitudes 
reflective of mastery and performance orientation. For instance, students can rate high or 
low on LO (learning orientation) and high or low on GO (grade-orientation). Thus, the 
LOGO II can create a total of four categories to assess student orientation.  
In creating the LOGO II, 60 items were administered to 228 students in 
Introductory Psychology courses for a university and community college. Based on the 
responses, a matrix was created followed by a factor-analysis. From these results, the 
final 32 items were chosen to reflect sixteen academic attitude statements (8-LO, 8-GO) 
in part one and sixteen statements for behaviors in part two (8-LO, 8-GO) (Eison et al., 
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1982). Students who were categorized as high LO/high GO were interested in learning 
and earning high grades. Learners in the high LO/low GO were focused on personal 
growth from educational experiences. A third category, low LO/high GO, were 
concerned about the course grade and the final category, low LO/low GO, felt neither 
learning or grades were important, and were avoiding the need to “get a job” (Eison et al., 
1982).    
 Another key inventory to the present study is the LOGO F, which assesses 
facilitator attitudes and behaviors in regard to learning and grades (Eison, Janzow, & 
Pollio, 1993). Two studies were completed with the first piloting of the LOGO F with 
253 faculty members from a Midwestern University. The pilot version of the LOGO F 
consisted of 48 items with a five-point Likert scale. A factor analysis from these items 
determined a final set of 20 statements which addressed grade-oriented behaviors (5) and 
attitudes (5); as well as, learning-orientated behaviors (5) and attitudes (5). Grade-
oriented statements included: “I set grading standards that are designed primarily to 
challenge the brightest students in my classes” and “Without regularly scheduled exams 
most students would not learn the material I present” (Eison et al., 1993, p. 645). 
Examples of the learning-oriented statements are: “I allow students the opportunity to 
choose among alternative assignments as a way to enhance motivation” and “I think 
students should be encouraged to collaborate rather than compete” (Eison et al., 1993, p. 
645).  
 Eison et al.’s (1993) second study of the LOGO F consisted of 152 faculty 
members from an East Coast University with 0 to 20 or more years of teaching 
experience. Results from the LOGO F were similar to the LOGO II except it is written 
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from a faculty perspective. The findings indicated that facilitators from the learning-
oriented (LO) perspective believed grades were overvalued while those identified as 
grade-oriented (GO) were worried about grade inflation. Furthermore, learning-oriented 
faculty were more flexible in student evaluations while grade-oriented faculty were 
focused on grades and being the best (Eison et al., 1993). 
Classroom Environment 
 Classroom environments may also contribute to understanding academically 
dishonest behaviors. In line with this premise, the current study examined two course 
formats: face to face (F2F) and online. Although online and F2F classes offer instruction 
to guide students in learning about a discipline, there are several differences that should 
be noted. In a traditional learning environment, learners attend a physical classroom 
during a specific prearranged time (Simmons, Jones, & Silver, 2004). In addition, the 
facilitator is responsible for creating the structure of the traditional course which can 
include spontaneous student communication (Simmons et al., 2004). In contrast, when in 
an online learning classroom, students are more responsible for the experience. For 
example, students establish interaction with one another and their facilitator based on 
their participation and schedules (Simmons et al., 2004). Simmons et al. (2004) explain 
“the core of the online course is not content but interaction.” (p. 52) For example, 
students are required to submit discussion posts on the same topic during a particular 
period of time. This method encourages sharing ideas even when students are not directly 
working together (Simmons et al., 2004).  
 Another important aspect to learning environments is based on student 
perspectives. Lim, Kim, Chen, and Ryder (2008) conducted a study to examine 
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achievement and satisfaction via various methods of delivery. The researchers used the 
same instructor for three course methods (i.e., F2F, hybrid (a combination of online and 
F2F instruction) and online). There were 153 participants and data were collected using 
pre and post knowledge tests, student satisfaction, and learning experience surveys. 
Students in the online and hybrid courses had significantly higher achievement than those 
participating in the traditional F2F classroom. Additionally, the two online groups were 
significantly higher in terms of quality instructor communication. Lim et al.’s (2008) 
study is reflective of the positive aspects of online learning. However, course 
environment is a significant issue with this study. The participating learners selected the 
course environment, thus an individual drawn to online learning would select the web-
based course over the traditional class. As a result, students were in their comfort zone 
for classroom learning. Lim et al.’s (2008) study is an example of how technology has 
left an imprint on the modern student along with creating a need for minimizing cheating 
in both online and F2F learning environments.   
 Even though there is not a perfect answer between educational approaches in a 
traditional classroom versus an online environment, it is necessary to acknowledge the 
differences in facilitator responsibility in the two learning situations. The knowledge of 
how a learning environment can contribute to cheating will assist in creating appropriate 
guidelines within a course. 
 Online. Whipp and Lorentz (2009) researched instructional assistance with three 
online courses (mostly online with two F2F scheduled meetings) from a private 
Midwestern university. These courses relied on asynchronous learning using tutorials, 
chats, and discussions among other requirements. Whipp and Lorentz (2009) collected 
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data using naturalistic and descriptive methods for three adjunct facilitator’s classes. 
Their data consisted of interviews with the instructors and students, course postings, 
grades, and class documents (e.g., the syllabus). The researchers found all three 
instructors used language to establish an “inviting learning climate” (p.181). For 
example, they used students’ names in posts as well as when they were posting 
salutations. Furthermore, the participating instructors used emoticons and empathized 
with students through student postings. In two of the three courses, students felt the 
instructors were helpful, supportive and knew them. This same set of students also did 
well academically. However, in the third class, scores and participation were lower. 
Additionally, student perceptions of their facilitator were mixed (Whipp & Lorentz, 
2009). For example, while some students felt the feedback was useful and directive; 
others mentioned his lack of visibility. This research signifies the importance for online 
facilitators creating a sense of “being there” to make up for the lack of physicality. 
 Whipp and Lorentz (2009) study is based on a small set of classes and was 
qualitative in nature, therefore creating limitations in terms of interpretation of the results. 
Still, the information provided is a reflection of the significant relationship between 
learners and facilitators regardless of the classroom context. Thus, students who feel they 
can gain assistance safely from their instructor may be less likely to partake in 
academically dishonest behaviors. 
 Yoshimura’s (2008) research has also contributed to understanding the 
relationship between the online student and facilitator and their never physically meeting. 
As determined from Yoshimura’s (2008) study, online facilitators find other approaches 
to gain the confidence of their students which entails initial phone calls, appropriate 
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jokes, and emoticons. He also explained that online facilitators encounter more work by 
providing written feedback for each student’s contribution to the class as a method for 
maintaining student progress. Yoshimura (2008) acknowledged the rise of online learning 
and expressed concerns for these changes in higher education. He determined recent 
issues of corporate influences and lack of funding could change the university experience 
for professors and students. 
 In a study that emphasizes the inconsistencies between student and faculty 
perceptions, Shieh, Gummer, and Niess (2008) evaluated a case study involving one 
facilitator and four participating students in an online course. The instructor who taught 
the course felt the academic rigor for an online course should be similar to a traditional 
classroom and thus built her syllabus with corresponding comments. She wanted to 
maintain her standards which were guided by Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) Seven 
Principles For Good Practice in Undergraduate Education and include 1) encourage 
student-instructor interaction, 2) promote cooperation amongst students, 3) encourage 
active learning, 4) provide timely feedback, 5) emphasize time on task, 6) communicate 
high expectations, and 7) value diverse talents and ways of learning (p. 3). In several 
aspects, the facilitator was able to meet the seven principles outlined by Chickering and 
Gamson (1987); however, there were many concerns where her lack of involvement 
contributed to students feeling overwhelmed and unable to obtain higher levels of 
processing (Shieh et al., 2008). Participating students acknowledged the lack of contact 
due to types of information posted to the class or lack of visibility in discussions. While 
the facilitator felt she was empowering her online students, their work was actually 
fading from the beginning weeks of the course. The researchers concluded “in order to 
 27 
meet the students’ demands for both quantity and quality of online courses, instructors 
must adjust their mindset and role from teaching a classroom course to teaching an online 
course” (p. 67). University online courses are increasing and with that, additional 
responsibilities in instruction; as a result, more research is needed to understand the 
impact of online coursework (Kirtman, 2009).    
Course Format. Kirtman (2009) evaluated the learning outcomes between online 
and traditional courses for 140 participating students in a master’s degree program. 
Students in both course formats received the same exams and paper requirements using 
the same scoring measures. Upon analysis of scores between both course formats, the 
paper grades did not have a statistical difference; however, there was a statistical 
difference for the traditional students’ midterm scores. Kirtman (2009) explains this 
result could be impacted by limitations: students self-selected course type, students 
meeting physically created study groups, and a prior knowledge assessment was not used.  
Kirtman (2009) identified key factors in both learning environments. In a traditional 
classroom, students hear questions asked and corresponding answers. Students in an 
online class would only have access to question and answer information if the material 
was posted for the entire class to see and students took the initiative to read the 
information (Kirtman, 2009). Additionally, students in a traditional classroom met for a 
minimum of three hours a week whereas online students were not timed for the amount 
of time they spent on class work (Kirtman, 2009). In both course formats, active learning 
and participation were crucial to the learning experience. Moreover, students 
acknowledged they should have asked their instructor more questions as it would have 
aided in their learning (Kirtman, 2009).  
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As indicated, some students struggle with accessing assistance from their 
instructor in both learning situations. Thus, it is necessary to understand how facilitators 
approach student guidance in both course environments. Kitsantas and Chow’s (2007) 
study compared online and traditional classes and found students were more likely to 
approach their online facilitator for assistance rather than the on-ground courses. To 
conduct their research, 472 college students were used from three types of learning 
environments; distance (online classroom), distributed (F2F with online components), 
and traditional classes (F2F). Students completed a series of questionnaires online which 
included personal demographic information, their help seeking preference (F2F versus 
online), self-efficacy, perceptions of threat (in seeking assistance), and assessment of 
achievement. Kitsantas and Chow (2007) noted that “students reported that it was more 
effective to obtain help from the instructors via electronic tools than in person or 
telephone” (pp. 389-390).  
 Using the electronic medium allowed learners time to prepare their question and 
limit feelings of embarrassment (Kitsantas & Chow, 2007). Additionally, students in 
web-based classes were more likely to seek help than those in a traditional classroom 
(again due to embarrassment concerns). Furthermore, Kitsantas and Chow (2007) stated, 
the electronic environment provided convenience, flexibility and an opportunity to 
communicate thoughtfully with the facilitator. Kitsantas and Chow (2007) also concluded 
students with high self-efficacy would seek assistance without viewing seeking help as a 
threat. Since 11 teachers were involved in this project, there could be a limitation due to 
instructional differences. However, this study demonstrated the impact course 
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environment and faculty guidance may have on student outcomes. For instance, students 
failing to seek help may resort to academic dishonest behaviors. 
 In an attempt to use technology beyond the traditional classroom, Ng’ambi and 
Brown (2009) examined the integration of the Dynamic Frequently Asked Questions Tool 
(DFAQ). The purpose of this online program (in conjunction with the traditional course) 
was to allow students to anonymously ask questions (regardless of time or day) to their 
F2F lecturer and receive a response. Moreover, all students enrolled in the course had 
access to all questions and responses posted to the system. The use of this tool assisted in 
targeting issues students thought were important and allowing the facilitator to 
understand student processing better, thus, modifying the F2F course as needed. Ng’ambi 
and Brown (2009) also noted that “during the use of DFAQ that students’ personae 
seemed to differ from their F2F ones” (p. 320). With this program, they were able to 
“[create] a safe space to empower the voiceless students” (p. 326). Consequently, 
students who were inhibited to connect with their F2F facilitator found the connection 
using an online tool. Ng’ambi and Brown’s (2009) research indicates students prefer to 
use technology for discussing concerns rather in F2F context. Furthermore, learners may 
elect a cheating behavior if they do not feel their facilitator is approachable as a way to 
resolve their concerns. 
 Deci and Ryan (2002) described the role of balance by creating learning 
environments that nurture learning where students will want to experience growth, well-
being and achievement. Indeed this balance is critical, as students pushed too far will 
experience only pressure to succeed, thus creating motivation focused on performance 
rather than mastery. Facilitators who encourage exploration, persistence and appropriate 
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support will find learners motivated based on the security of the relationship with the 
facilitator. Therefore, online and F2F facilitators need to foster a learning environment 
which creates an open door policy and encourages learning through guidance and 
success. Otherwise, students who feel more anonymous in either learning situation 
(online or F2F) may be more likely to engage in cheating behaviors. 
Teacher Orientation 
 As indicated previously, teachers’ policies and behaviors are important to the 
classroom dynamic. Murdock, Beauchamp, and Hinton’s (2008) study examined teacher 
characteristics and cheating behaviors. 444 students from 48 high school math and 
science classes were administered a self-report at the beginning of the year and again at 
the end of the academic year. Students were initially asked about teachers’ pedagogical 
competence and hypothetical cheating in the course. In the follow-up questionnaire, 
students were asked about their actual cheating and attributions for their behavior as well 
as corresponding emotions. 
Murdock et al.’s (2008) results indicated that “teacher practices do make a 
difference in how students reason about the acceptability of cheating and that they may 
influence students’ actual tendency to cheat” (p. 486). They also determined that students 
blamed teachers for cheating in regard to pedagogical competence (e.g., teacher shows 
respect, is prepared for class, insults students in class, etc.) during the hypothetical 
evaluation at the beginning of the year. As previously emphasized, classrooms with 
mastery orientation focused on improvement and effort and this, in turn, minimized the 
occurrences of cheating. 
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 Prior to Murdock et al.’s (2008) study, Murdock, Miller, and Goetzinger (2007) 
also examined the effects of classroom goals and pedagogical quality (classroom context) 
on learners’ cheating judgments. They proposed that classrooms driven by performance 
would increase competition and cheating whereas mastery-oriented classes that were 
focused on effort and individual improvement would minimize academic dishonesty. 
Furthermore, facilitators commitment to education via interest, organization and 
engagement, would also influence cheating behaviors (Murdock et al., 2007).  
 To substantiate these claims, the researchers gave 224 undergraduate and 195 
graduate students a series of vignettes. The scenarios consisted of good versus poor 
pedagogy and performance- versus mastery-oriented classrooms. Murdock et al. (2007) 
anticipated that students would react based on the material regarding the professor’s 
competencies over their own personal goal orientation. As expected, the pedagogy and 
classroom goal structure in the vignettes influenced decisions on cheating more than 
personal orientation. Participants were also more accepting of academic dishonesty in the 
hypothetical performance-based classroom than the mastery-oriented scenario.  
 Students also attempt to rationalize dishonest behaviors with neutralizing 
attitudes. For instance, research has shown a positive correlation between neutralizing 
statements and academic dishonesty. Rettinger and Kramer (2009) conducted a study 
maintaining the survey and vignette approach described previously to evaluate the 
importance of neutralizing attitudes, perceptions of peer behavior and attitudes, and 
mastery- versus performance-orientation. The 154 undergraduate participants from a 
private university were varied from a small group of freshman (2.5%) to a more balanced 
group of sophomores (25.3%), juniors (33.1%) and seniors (39.9%). Students were 
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administered inventories about their cheating behaviors, observed and inferred cheating, 
and a questionnaire regarding neutralizing statements such as, “no one else is hurt if I 
cheat” and “the instructor doesn’t seem to care if I learn the material” (Rettinger & 
Kramer, 2009, p. 299). Some of the cheating behaviors included in the study were: 
“Copied on in class exam”; “Padded bibliography”; and “Allowed someone to copy HW” 
(Rettinger & Kramer, 2009, p. 300). Participants also completed the LOGO II, to evaluate 
their motivation. All materials were completed and submitted online. Rettinger and 
Kramer (2009) concluded neutralizing attitudes (e.g., “I don’t have time to study because 
I’m working to pay for school“) are associated with extrinsic motivation and the 
likelihood to cheat. Students who have direct knowledge of plagiarism see it as more 
acceptable than cheating on exams. Based on these results, Rettinger and Kramer (2009) 
used 139 undergraduates to participate in a follow-up experiment. The second study used 
vignettes to manipulate variables not able to be done in a classroom. One vignette was 
focused on neutralizing attitudes with intrinsic or extrinsic motivation and the other was 
situation-based (for example, cheating on exam versus a paper). Participants reviewed 
two vignettes and responded to a series of questions regarding the character and their own 
likelihood for cheating using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “definitely would not 
engage” to “definitely would engage in behavior.  
 Rettinger and Kramer (2009) determined vignette responses were reflective of 
student self-reports. Additionally, students who were extrinsically motivated were more 
likely to cheat and use neutralizing statements. Rettinger and Kramer (2009) suggested 
faculty emphasize perceptions as students who cheated believed more cheating was 
occurring than actually took place. They also encouraged creating a classroom built on 
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mastery orientation as opposed to performance which will ensure less neutralizing 
attitudes and more responsibility on the student should he/she cheat. As Rettinger and 
Kramer (2009) explained, “It is therefore crucial to understand the relationships between 
individual attitudes, particularly extrinsic motivations/performance goals and the 
classroom and campus cultures in which students operate” (pp. 294-295). 
Based on their research, Murdock and Stephens (2007) also explained 
discrepancies between student views of cheating and the facilitator. They state that “one 
of the frequent ways of externalizing blame for dishonesty is to implicate some aspect of 
the teacher, classroom, or educational system” (Murdock & Stephens, 2007, p. 241). 
Similarly, Murdock and Stephens (2007) discuss the student’s perception of a fair 
classroom and the consequences if the expectations are not upheld; thus providing 
licensing for using neutralizing statements. To minimize this option for students, 
facilitators should be open with students explaining their responsibilities as well as the 
victims involved. Finally, facilitators should also participate in pedagogical training to 
ensure students feel in control of the learning and receive fair evaluations.    
Cheating Checklist   
 While there are many approaches to investigating cheating, one part of the current 
study focused on a set of 12 items reflective of cheating behaviors in both an online and 
F2F classroom. These items were selected as a result of the following literature.  
 McCabe and Trevino (1993) conducted a study to address the significance of 
honor codes on college campuses to minimize cheating behaviors. Twenty-six academic 
institutions were used, which included colleges with and without honor codes. In their 
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study, 6,096 students responded to the survey with the honor code schools having a 
greater response (41.4% to 35.7% of non-coded schools).  
 McCabe and Trevino (1993) used a survey consisting of 12 items to self-report 
cheating that included:  
using crib notes on a test; copying from another student during a test; using unfair 
methods to learn what was on a test before it was given; copying from another 
student during a test without their knowledge; helping someone else to cheat on a 
test; cheating on a test in any other way; copying material and turning it in as your 
own work; fabricating or falsifying a bibliography; turning in work done by 
someone else; receiving substantial, unpermitted help on an assignment; 
collaborating on an assignment when the instructor asked for individual work; and 
copying a few sentences of material from a published source without footnoting it. 
(p. 529) 
Students also acknowledged how often they participated in these behaviors using a 4-
point Likert scale. In addition, McCabe and Trevino (1993) examined awareness of 
college policies for academic dishonesty, peer behaviors, and severity of school penalties. 
McCabe and Trevino (1993) determined that schools using an honor code reported less 
cheating behaviors. Furthermore, they acknowledged that social learning theory may be 
an important contributing factor in terms of peer influence. McCabe and Trevino (1993) 
suggested that creating a sense of community within an institution would be a useful 
method for minimizing cheating behaviors. 
 Similarly, Miller, Shoptaugh, and Parkerson (2008) studied 1,957 students with 
487 participants receiving a link to a long questionnaire via email and 928 students 
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responding to a short questionnaire through an emailed link. The remaining 545 
participants were psychology students completing the questionnaire for extra credit or a 
research requirement. All three questionnaires included 12 questions regarding cheating 
behaviors and whether participants engaged in these behaviors never, once, or more than 
once. Some participants were instructed to report on their own behavior while others 
reported on the peer they knew best. Some examples of the items used in Miller et al.’s 
(2008) study included: “Turning in work done by someone else”; “Getting questions or 
answers from someone who has already taken a test”; “Copying from another student 
during an examination”; “Copying or paraphrasing (copying with rewording) a sentence 
from a written or internet source without footnoting or referencing it in the paper” and 
“Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another student’s paper” (Miller et al., 
2008, p. 337). 
 Miller et al. (2008) wanted to distinguish a difference between volunteer 
responses and those receiving some type of credit for completing questionnaires. They 
believed individuals responding voluntarily to the questionnaire would have a greater 
interest in maintaining academic integrity. Miller et al. (2008) found participants with the 
long form acknowledged the least amount of cheating, followed by the short form 
volunteers and then those receiving some course compensation. They also determined 
participants indicated higher cheating behaviors for their peers than accounting for own 
academically dishonest behaviors.  
 Yardley, Domenech-Rodriquez, Bates and Nelson (2009) also reviewed cheating 
behaviors by mailing surveys to 664 alumni from a Western Psychology Department. The 
participants graduated between 2000 and 2004 from undergraduate and graduate 
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programs; 273 of which responded sufficiently. Yardley et al. (2009) used 19 cheating 
behaviors based on prior literature to first determine the severity of the behavior and then 
whether participants engaged in the behavior during classes within their major and 
outside of their major. Some of these behaviors included: “Copying from another’s paper 
(they knew)”; “Copying from another’s paper (they didn’t know)”; Copying from 
another’s exam (they knew)”; “Copying from another’s exam (they didn’t know)”; 
“Allowing others to copy from your exam”; “Using notes, cheat sheets, etc., during a 
test”; “Making up references or a bibliography”; and “Making up medical or other 
excuses to get extended time on homework or a test” (Yardley et al., 2009, p. 5). Even 
though students considered the cheating behaviors as severe, the results from the study 
indicated 81.7% of the surveyed participants had cheated. Furthermore, those who 
cheated, indicated academic misconduct in their major and outside of their major which 
included “(a) allowing others to copy an assignment, (b) copying from another’s 
assignment (they knew), (c) reusing papers, (d) plagiarism, and (e) allowing others to 
copy from your paper” (Yardley et al., 2009, p. 6-7). Participants could explain their 
reasons for cheating and time constraints and helping a friend were cited the most 
frequently.  
 Yardley et al.’s (2009) research consisted of participants who had graduated and 
this may have made the respondents feel less concerned about any repercussions from 
sharing questionable behaviors. As a result, this study may provide a more accurate view 
of student cheating. Furthermore, Yardley et al. (2009) commented on the extensiveness 
of their cheating behavior list which they believed to be exhaustive, thus, ensuring the 
likelihood of students recalling a prior event.  
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 To identify dual perspectives on academic cheating, Hard, Conway, and Moran 
(2006) researched student and faculty perceptions on the frequency of student 
misconduct. Participants included 421 students and 157 faculty members from a 
Northeastern public university. Students and faculty completed one survey consisting of 
16 cheating behaviors such as: “Sold or lent papers so another student could turn them in 
as his or her own work”; “Copied information from Internet websites and submitted it as 
your own work”; “Submitted the same work, or substantially similar work, in more than 
one course without prior consent of the evaluating instructor(s)”; and “Planned to and 
then allowed another person to copy from your paper during an examination” (Hard et al., 
2006, pp. 1068-1069). Students were asked about their own behaviors in addition to 
perceptions of their peer’s behaviors. The faculty survey however included questions 
about the faculty’s perceptions of student behaviors using the same 16 item checklist 
followed by asking faculty about challenging students in regard to the particular behavior 
(Hard et al., 2006).  
 Hard et al. (2006) determined that most students participated in cheating 
behaviors (90.1%); but, many were not repeat offenders. Additionally, when assessing 
peers, students tended to overestimate the actual occurrences of cheating. In response to 
their surveys, faculty members indicated they rarely challenged students with academic 
dishonesty concerns even though faculty believed cheating occurrences were more 
frequent than the actual incidences.   
Summary 
 Miller et al. (2007) established several concerns with studying cheating. As they 
noted, cheating has various and sometimes vague definitions leaving it difficult to 
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establish right from wrong. In addition, more focus toward different types of cheating 
should be discussed rather than lumping cheating into one general behavior. Murdock et 
al., (2007) also determined contextual factors could correspond with a student’s cheating 
behavior such as pedagogical competence and classroom goal structure. Murdock et al. 
(2008) concur, “Teachers’ policies and practices are among the most frequently used 
justifications of dishonest behavior” (p. 478). Based on the literature previously 
reviewed, the current study investigated perceptions of cheating behaviors in both online 
and F2F courses between student and faculty participants. Additionally, the relationship 
between facilitator orientation and anticipated likelihood of cheating via vignettes was 
examined to provide insight on how to minimize issues of dishonesty in classrooms.    
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Due to the nature of the research questions, an embedded design was employed to 
collect quantitative data and supplemented with qualitative data resulting in a mixed-
methods approach. Thus, information gained from open-ended questions was used to 
support quantitative findings (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011). Using this embedded 
approach capitalized on understanding participant views on academic dishonesty as well 
as provided perspective for later application to real classrooms.  
Research Design 
 The purpose of this study was to understand faculty and student perceptions on 
academic cheating with achievement motivation and course format as dependent 
variables. An embedded mixed methods design was used to collect quantitative and 
qualitative data (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011). For example, the materials for this study 
were quantitative based and used to answer the three research questions. As Creswell and 
Plano-Clark (2011) explain, “In some embedded designs, one data set provides a 
supportive, secondary role in the study” (p. 91). In this current study, qualitative data 
were embedded within one of the quantitative inventories to enhance data analysis. The 
emerging qualitative themes will support the quantitative analysis and generate “a more 
complete understanding” (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011, p. 73) of academic cheating 
within this study.    
Participants 
The participating Southwest University has a large body of students and offers 
undergraduate to doctorate degrees. Approximately 250 learners required to fulfill a 
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research requirement in various undergraduate courses were recruited for this study. An 
additional 100 students outside the research requirement were offered extra credit for 
participating in this study from their professors who were not directly involved in the 
current study. In total, 262 student participants were used in the data analysis.   
 Based on examining the relationship between the student and facilitator, faculty 
from the same Southwestern institution were also invited to participate in this study via 
campus email. Additional faculty from a smaller, local college were also recruited 
through their email system. While having access to hundreds of faculty members, it was 
anticipated a minimum of 100 faculty responses would be submitted. As expected, 135 
faculty responses were received, of which, 82 faculty responses were used in the data 
analysis. Overall, 412 individuals initiated the questionnaires on the online survey site; 
but, due to missing data the total number of participants was reduced to 343 which is 
explained further in the results section.  
In anticipation of the expected number of participants and time constraints due to 
class and faculty work schedules, the study materials were made available through a web 
survey site. At the beginning of a session, participants received scripted information 
regarding participation and rights and the consent was obtained. Additionally, the 
researcher did not directly reward or provide payment to students or faculty; however, 
some students may have earned research points or extra credit within their independent 
classrooms for fulfilling a research requirement. Furthermore, due to the sensitivity and 
consequences of academic dishonest behaviors, participants were reassured anonymity in 
the recruitment process and in the informed consent information.  
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Materials 
Many of the research materials were consistent for students and faculty including 
the initial request to visit an online survey site to partake in the study. Participating 
students and faculty received a link to complete several inventories which included: a 
demographic section, a list of behaviors to be classified as dishonest or not (later referred 
to as the checklist), the LOGO II (for students) or LOGO F (for faculty), two vignettes 
with corresponding questionnaires, followed by repeating the initial checklist as the 
concluding item (See Appendix A for all measures). To begin, participants reviewed and 
acknowledged the informed consent that explained responses would be anonymous. Next, 
the demographic information included participant’s age range, gender, level of education 
and experience with F2F and online learning. Obtaining this demographic information 
was useful in evaluating factors involved with academically dishonest behaviors. 
Checklist. Following the demographic section was a checklist of actions for 
students/faculty to identify whether a behavior was academically dishonest for online, 
F2F, both course types, or neither online or F2F. Since academic dishonesty is a sensitive 
topic with potentially severe academic consequences, limiting personal responses to 
simple classification allowed participants’ honest reflection. Some of the behaviors listed 
focused on writing; such as, “Making up references or a bibliography”; “Reusing papers 
written for another class without the professor’s permission”; and “Turning in a paper 
obtained in large part from a term paper “mill” or website”. These statements were 
obtained from several studies previously reviewed including McCabe and Trevino 
(1993); Miller et al. (2008); Whitley and Keith-Spiegel (2002); and Yardley et al. (2009).   
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The other set of statements addressed issues with test taking. For instance, 
“Getting questions or answers from someone who has already taken a test”; “Copying 
from another student during an examination”; and “Having someone else take an 
examination for you or taking an examination for them.” These items were also obtained 
from selected prior studies (i.e., McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Miller et al. 2008; Whitley & 
Keith-Spiegel, 2002; & Yardley et. al., 2009).  
The twelve items chosen for the checklist were based on addressing both exams 
(five items) and written work (seven items) that are potential issues in online and F2F 
learning environments. Individuals could classify a behavior as dishonest in only one 
course format (such as online only), neither, or both. Furthermore, the online survey site 
was formatted to allow respondents to skip a question if they wished. The same items 
from this checklist were administered again at the finale of the inventories to determine if 
perspectives changed as a result of evaluating vignettes in the middle of the study.  
LOGO. Another important aspect to understanding perceptions of academic 
dishonesty is to evaluate participant’s orientation of learning. The Learning-
Orientation/Grade-Orientation Scale (LOGO II and LOGO F) was used to determine 
whether there was a relationship between student and faculty participants and their 
acknowledged responses for academic dishonesty in the vignettes.  
 LOGO II. As was reviewed previously, the Learning-Orientation/Grade-
Orientation Scale (LOGO) was developed to examine student motivation; either toward 
mastery (LO) or performance (GO). Eison et al. (1986) modified the LOGO to the LOGO 
II to resolve a statistical issue by changing the instrument from a like and dislike response 
to a 5-point Likert scale offering a varied response. The LOGO II is capable of 
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“examin[ing] the independent and interactive effects of both orientations on a number of 
educationally and personally relevant characteristics” (Eison et al., 1986, p. 63). Thus, 
LOGO II can evaluate the high and low of learning orientation (LO) and the high and low 
of grade-orientation (GO); creating four distinctions in participants. 
Eison et al. (1982) reported LOGO II reliability using Cronbach’s alpha with 16 
LO items as (α = .76) and 16 GO items as (α = .73). Additionally, the LO subscales were 
8 LO attitude items as (α = .52) and 8 LO behavior items as (α = .76). Likewise, the GO 
subscales had 8 GO attitude items (α = .62) and 8 GO behavior items (α = .73). These 
results were similar to those achieved in the current study. Furthermore, Eison et al. 
(1982) reported the LO and GO behaviors as two separate factors from a factor analysis, 
but the LO and GO attitudes loadings were not as clear. The GO attitude was based on 
three factors and the LO attitude had four resulting in a nine factor outcome for the 
LOGO II factor analysis (Eison et al., 1982).   
There are two sections in the LOGO II. Part one focused on learning and grade 
attitudes while part two was based on learning and grade behaviors. For instance, part one 
examples are: “Easy classes that are not pertinent to my educational goals generally bore 
me”; “I find the process of learning new material fun”; and “I think it is unfair to test 
students on material not covered in the class lectures and discussions, even if it is in 
reading assignments” (Eison et al., 1986, p. 56). Participants responded to the attitude 
section using a Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Behavior 
statements in part two of the LOGO II consisted of the following: “I stay after interesting 
classes to discuss material with the instructors”; “I try to make time for outside reading 
despite the demands of my course work”; “I will withdraw from an interesting class 
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rather than risk getting a poor grade” (Eison et al., 1986, p. 56). This section also used a 
5-point Likert scale; however, it range from Never to Always.   
 Using the LOGO II helped to identify whether mastery- or performance-oriented 
students acknowledged various cheating behaviors and in which learning environment: 
online or F2F.   
LOGO F. Eison et al. (1993) also developed the LOGO F, an instrument used to 
examine faculty members’ learning or grade-orientation in the classroom. The LOGO F 
followed similar patterns to the LOGO II but was written to assess orientation of faculty 
members. The LOGO F also consisted of two parts, one for attitudes as indicated by the 
five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Agree Strongly and one section 
for behaviors also using a five-point Likert scale ranging from Never to Always. Example 
statements of the first section on faculty attitudes include “I think it useful to use grades 
as incentives to increase student performance”; “I worry about colleagues who are giving 
an ever increasing number of A’s and B’s”; and “I would prefer teaching a course in 
which no grades were given than a typical graded course.” A few of the statements 
reflecting behaviors include: “I emphasize in my conversations with students the 
importance of studying to obtain ‘good grades’”; “I encourage students to raise questions 
in class that are topic-related but which also go beyond the score of the tests which I 
prepare”; and “I tell students that competition for grades prepares them for the 
competitive nature of adult life” (Eison et al., 1993, p. 645). 
 Eison et al. (1993) reported Cronbach’s alpha for the LOGO F from two 
participating universities. The learning orientation with 10 items was (α = .66 and .71) 
with the corresponding subscales: learning-oriented behaviors (5 items; α = .58 and .67) 
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and learning-oriented attitudes (5 items; α = .54 and .61). The grade-orientation also had 
10 items which consisted of (α = .65 and .68) with grade-oriented behaviors (5 items; α = 
.57 and .57) and grade-oriented attitudes (5 items; α = .60 and .69).   
 Pollio and Beck (2000) utilized the LOGO II and LOGO F to establish learning 
and grade-orientation for students and faculty. Upon evaluating each other, students and 
professors determined the opposing group was more performance-oriented than was 
found in self-evaluation. Due to the misguided notion of one another, both students and 
facilitators engage in performance-orientated behaviors while both groups prefer to be 
mastery-oriented. Furthermore, Pollio and Beck (2000) explain the nature of grading 
induces a sense of performance orientation over mastery from both students and faculty.   
 For the current study, the LOGO II and LOGO F were administered with each 
group receiving their corresponding inventory: students, LOGO II and faculty, LOGO F. 
Additionally, participants were not required to answer each question. If they choose not 
to answer an item and they could move to the next question and leave the statement 
blank. The LOGO inventories followed the behavior checklist explained in a prior 
section.    
Vignettes. Based on the concerns involved with researching academically 
dishonest behaviors, manipulating variables within vignettes can be useful (Murdock et 
al., 2007; Rettinger & Kramer, 2009). Rettinger et al. (2004) substantiated “…the 
experiential manipulation of motivation and competence using vignettes appears to be a 
viable methodology for studying cheating behaviors” (p. 886). The vignettes for this 
study consisted of one mastery and one performance orientated facilitator with online and 
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F2F classroom experiences. As a result, two vignettes were administered (mastery with 
online and F2F; performance with online and F2F) to each participant.  
The vignettes used in the current study were based on prior research using 
vignettes from Murdock et al.’s (2007) study on academically dishonest behaviors with 
various classroom variables. An example vignette from Murdock et al.’s (2007) study on 
classroom context consisted of the following mastery goal structure with “good” 
pedagogical competence: 
Dr. James has been teaching Research and Statistics at ABC University for 7 
years. Her teaching philosophy clearly recognizes students for “effort and 
improvement.” Dr. James allows students to resubmit their assignments in order 
to master the concepts they do not understand. She recognizes students for trying 
in class, even if they are wrong. Dr. James does not tell her students how many 
people got A’s, B’s, C’s, D’s, and F’s on exams because she believes that students 
should focus on their own learning and progress. As an instructor, Dr. James is 
very organized and comes to class well prepared to teach. She is usually very 
clear in her presentation and is adept at explaining difficult concepts. When 
students ask her questions in class, they usually find that her answers are very 
understandable. Students often remark how much they learn from her. (p. 145) 
With appropriate permission, two of Murdock et al.’s (2007) four vignettes were altered 
and used in constructing scenarios for the current study. For instance, Murdock et al.’s 
(2007) vignettes were modified to include information regarding classroom format 
(online versus F2F). Additionally, their professor, Dr. James’ had a mastery and 
performance vignette with low and high pedagogical competence creating a total of four 
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scenarios. The current study relied on two vignettes, one mastery and one performance; 
thus removing focus on the pedagogical competence information. Furthermore, two 
professors were used to avoid confusion between vignette responses. As a result, 
Murdock et al.’s (2007) mastery goal structure with “good” pedagogical competence 
vignette was revised to the following: 
Dr. Matthews has been teaching online and face-to-face courses at ABC 
University for 7 years. Her teaching philosophy clearly recognizes students for 
“effort and improvement”. Dr. Matthews allows students to resubmit their 
assignments in order to master the concepts they do not understand. She 
recognizes students for trying in class, even if they are wrong. Dr. Matthews does 
not tell her students how many people earned A’s, B’s, C’s, D’s, and F’s on 
exams because she believes that students should focus on their own learning and 
progress. 
The revised performance-based vignette states: 
Dr. James has been teaching online and face-to-face courses at ABC University 
for 7 years. Her teaching philosophy clearly recognizes students for “being right.” 
Dr. James likes to call on the students who know the correct answers and she 
usually includes a few really challenging problems on assignments in order to 
identify students with high aptitude. After exams, Dr. James always announces 
how many people earned A’s, B’s, C’s, D’s, and F’s so students can see how they 
compare to others in the class.  
Both scenarios were followed by a list of questions which included a Likert scale and 
open response sections. For instance, faculty and student participants responded with a 
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five-point Likert scale ranging from “Very Unlikely” to “Very Likely” in regard to 
“What is the likelihood students will cheat on an exam in Dr. James’ online class, …in 
Dr. James’ face to face (F2F) class?”; and “What is the likelihood students will cheat on 
written work (i.e. papers) in Dr. James’ online class, …in Dr. James’ face to face (F2F) 
class?” These example statements were similarly repeated for Dr. Matthews’ class, the 
mastery-oriented facilitator.  
 To substantiate the Likert scale for each vignette, faculty and student participants 
had an opportunity to explain their responses after each selection. Participants were also 
given open-ended questions: “Explain specific types of dishonest behaviors you believe 
could occur in Dr. James’ online class” (and F2F class)”; “Explain how Dr. James could 
minimize opportunities for cheating in her online class” (and F2F class)”. Again, these 
statements followed the same pattern for Dr. Matthews’, mastery-oriented, scenario.  
 The cheating checklist, LOGO II, LOGO F, and vignettes with corresponding 
questionnaire, all supported the research questions for this study. These items combined 
provided data regarding: online and F2F classroom behaviors including the perspectives 
between campus faculty and students with their motivation orientation and the 
relationship between student and faculty perspectives based on facilitators’ motivation 
orientation from the vignettes.   
Procedure 
Survey Monkey. A current trend in collecting survey data is to use an online 
database, such as Survey Monkey. Winder (2006) explains paid access to the professional 
tools allows users to create custom surveys and download data to SPSS and Excel (both 
were utilized in this study). McAndrews (2009) asserts users can also track respondents, 
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send reminders and password protect the survey to only allow individuals invited to 
participate in the study. Additionally, users have access to various question formats; 
including items used in this current study: Demographic Information, Likert scales and 
open-ended questions.  
 Sue and Ritter (2007) offered several suggestions for conducting an online survey, 
which included gathering sensitive data. Academic dishonesty has many consequences 
which could limit a participant in responding accurately. Thus, using an online database 
to collect information should increase the feeling of anonymity for respondents.  
After receiving consent, participants responded to the materials initiated in the 
web survey site. These items appeared in the following order: demographics information, 
the behavior checklist, the LOGO II/LOGO F (based on participant), Dr. James’ scenario 
and questions, Dr. Matthews’ vignette and corresponding questionnaire and lastly, the 
initial checklist repeated. These screen shots can be reviewed in Appendix A. Participants 
were informed all the surveys combined could take approximately 50 minutes to 
complete.  
 Due to the nature of the research, this procedure ensured maximum anonymity in 
an effort to obtain honest responses and to make the participants feel safe in answering 
sensitive questions. Fowler (2002) recommends using surveys to obtain valid responses 
when questioning participants with sensitive issues. Furthermore, using a questionnaire 
approach allowed a large number of anonymous returns increasing the probability of 
accurate responses.  
 Even though cheating occurs often, it is still considered socially unacceptable. 
Thus, Cizek (1999) concurs that confidentiality is important to obtaining accurate survey 
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responses. He also explains that participants surveyed are more honest about others than 
when speaking about themselves. As a result, this study emphasized anonymity and asked 
questions about perceptions of cheating as opposed to specific participant cheating habits.    
 
 
  
 51 
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
 This study was based on surveying students and faculty members through a series 
of self-report questionnaires. Data were collected using an online web survey host and 
downloaded to SPSS (v21) for analysis. The following chapter describes the results based 
on the presented research questions using the materials and procedures previously 
explained: How do students and faculty classify behaviors as academically dishonest? Is 
there a relationship between motivation orientation and student and faculty responses for 
academic dishonesty? Finally, how do students and faculty perceive cheating in two 
learning environments: online and face-to-face (F2F)?  
Participants 
Overall, 412 individuals initiated the questionnaires on the online survey site. 
After reviewing the data for missing values and removing an outlier, 343 participants 
were used for analysis. These participants included 262 students and 82 faculty members. 
Combined, there were more females (67.4%) than males (31.4%) and most individuals 
fell in the age range of 18-24 (49.7%). The other age ranges were as follows: 25-31 
(17.4%), 32-38 (6.7%), 39-45 (6.1%), 46-52 (5.5%), 53-59 (7.3%), 60-67 (4.9%), 68-74 
(1.5%), and 75 and older (0.3%). In the race and ethnicity category, a large number of 
members were Caucasian (59.6%), followed by Asian (14.8%), Hispanic (13.1%), 
African American (8.7%), Pacific Islander (2.9%) and Native American (0.6%). 
Participants also indicated the following for highest completed level of education: High 
School (2.6%), Freshman (4.1%), Sophomore (17.2%), Junior (25.3%), Senior (21.2%), 
Master’s (18.6%), Doctorate (8.7%).   
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Many participants had exposure to F2F courses either as a student completing a 
course or as a professor teaching a course: 0 (1.5%), 1-8 (15.1%), 9-17 (15.1%), 18-26 
(19.5%), 27-35 (14.8%), 36 or more (32.8%). However, not as many participants 
completed online courses either as a student for course credit or as a professor teaching a 
course: 0 (22.1%), 1-8 (56.1%), 9-17 (13.1%), 18-26 (4.4%), 27-35 (1.2%), 36 or more 
(2.3%). It should be noted there are more students than faculty and more females than 
males. 
Missing Data. Initially, the data set was tested for missing data with originally 
277 students and 135 faculty members participating. As directed by George and Mallery 
(2000), subjects that had more than 15% of missing data should be removed from the 
analysis. Participants with under 15% missing data, should be replaced with the overall 
mean. After reviewing the faculty and student datasets, 15 students and 53 faculty 
members were removed due to nonresponse over 15%. For instance, 15 faculty and 5 
student participants provided 0 responses after confirming consent and accessing the 
questionnaires. As a result, 262 students and 82 faculty participants remained for further 
analysis.  
Cronbach’s Alpha 
Cronbach’s Alpha is a statistical analysis used to determine the internal 
consistency of surveys used in this study and it “… is a cornerstone of scientific 
research” (Grimm & Yarnold, 2000, p. 11). It is ideal to have a reliability score above .7; 
but, several of the scales in this research use under ten items which can result in lower 
Cronbach levels (Pallant, 2006). 
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Cheating Lists. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 12 item cheating list was .88 for 
students and .91 for faculty. The same cheating behavior list was repeated at the end of 
the study and had similar results: students (α =.85) and faculty (α = .89).  
LOGO II. The reliability for the LOGO II was based on two variables and 
corresponding subscales: Learning-orientation (16 items; α = .75) with attitudes (8 items; 
α = .48) and behaviors (8 items; α = .80) and Grade-orientation (16 items; α = .76) with 
attitudes (8 items; α =.61) and behaviors (8 items; α = .74).  
LOGO F. The reliability for the LOGO F was also based on two variables with 
corresponding subscales. The Cronbach’s alpha for learning-orientation with 10 items 
was .66 with attitudes (5 items; α = .46) and behaviors (5 items; α = .62). The second 
variable, grade-orientation with 10 items had the following: α = .69 with attitudes (5 
items; α = .67) and behaviors (5 items; α = .64).  
Vignettes. Of the two vignettes used, “Matthews” was based on cheating 
behaviors in a mastery-oriented environment with four items. The reliability was α = .88 
for students and α = .93 for faculty. Additionally, the reliability for each learning 
environment was tested. Cronbach’s alpha for Matthews’ F2F two item variable was 
(students; α = .84, faculty; α = .91) and Matthews’ online was two items: α = .85 for 
students and α = .93 for faculty.  
“James,” the performance-oriented vignette with four items, had α = .54 for 
students and α =.87 for faculty. Additionally, the classroom environment variables for 
this vignette were two items for F2F, (α = .63 for students) and (α = .82 for faculty) and 
two items for online, (α = .48 for students) and (α = .92 for faculty). Additionally, the 
initial means and standard deviations for the vignettes can be reviewed in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Means and Standard Deviations for Vignettes 
 Cheating On: Student 
(n = 262) 
Faculty 
(n = 82) 
Combined 
(n = 344) 
  M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 
James (Online) Exam 3.52 (1.01) 3.88 (1.00) 3.61 (1.02) 
 Papers 3.14 (0.98) 3.82 (0.94) 3.30 (1.02) 
James (F2F) Exam 2.77 (1.05) 3.40 (1.09) 2.92 (1.09) 
 Papers 2.98 (0.97) 3.69 (1.01) 3.15 (1.03) 
Matthews (Online) Exam 2.27 (1.06) 2.89 (1.02) 2.42 (1.08) 
 Papers 2.19 (1.01) 2.96 (1.01) 2.38 (1.06) 
Matthews (F2F) Exam 2.10 (0.93) 2.66 (0.98) 2.23 (0.97) 
 Papers 2.14 (0.94) 2.83 (1.04) 2.31 (1.00) 
  
Factor Analysis 
As previously explained, the LOGO II and LOGO F identify learning and grade 
orientation for students and faculty. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggest that Kaiser’s 
measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) above .6 is a good level for factor analysis (p. 
614). In the present study, KMO for the LOGO II was .74 and the LOGO F was .61. 
Additionally, Bartlett’s test of Sphericity was significant (p=.000) indicating the factor 
analysis appropriate. After extracting factors for both the LOGO II and the LOGO F, the 
determined number of components were rotated using the Varimax method (Pallant, 
2006). Due to some variables cross loading, the number of factors extracted was modified 
as explained later.  
LOGO II. Exploratory factor analysis for students was completed with 2, 4, and 5 
components with five indicated in the parallel analysis and four based on the scree plot. 
Four factors seems to have the clearest components: Learning-oriented behaviors (items 
25, 26, 17, 32, 22, 18, 29), Grade-oriented (items 2, 9, 30, 11, 21, 20, 19, 24), Learning 
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material (items 7, 10, 1, 23, 16), and Learning-oriented attitude (items, 5, 12, 4). The 
following items did not load strongly on one variable and were removed: 27, 6, 28, 8, 31, 
15, 14, 13, and 3. See the Varimax Rotation results in Appendix B. 
LOGO F. Exploratory factor analysis for faculty completed with 2, 4, 5, 6 and 7 
components with four indicated using parallel analysis and six based on the scree plot; 
however, two factors were clearly identified: Grade-Oriented and Learning-Oriented. The 
grade-oriented factor contained the following items: 6, 11, 9, 18, 12. The learning-
oriented factor included items 10, 16, 8, 13, 15, 20, 14. Eight items were removed: 19, 5, 
17, 2, 7, 4, 1, and 3 as a result of not loading on one variable. See Varimax Rotation 
results in Appendix C. 
Research Question One 
The first question is: How do students and faculty classify behaviors as 
academically dishonest? To answer this question, the cheating behaviors checklist was 
used to determine whether students and faculty would classify 12 different behaviors as 
academically dishonest. Tables 2 to 4 reflect the percentage students and faculty 
members indicated each listed behavior as cheating in the specific type of environment 
(online or F2F, both, or neither). On each behavior studied, faculty indicated the behavior 
as cheating more than students.  
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Table 2 
Percentage of  Students and Faculty Indicating Cheating Behavior 1-4 in Type of Environment 
 
Students 
(n = 262)  
Faculty 
(n = 82) 
Behavior 
First 
Survey 
Repeated 
Survey  
First 
Survey 
Repeated 
Survey 
1. Making up references or bibliography      
Cheating Online 1.9 2.7  1.2 1.2 
Cheating F2F 2.3 2.7  2.4 2.4 
Cheating Online and F2F 76.3 80.5  87.8 95.1 
Not Cheating 19.5 14.1  8.5 1.2 
      
2. Reusing papers written for another class 
without the professor’s permission      
Cheating Online 3.1 1.5  1.2 1.2 
Cheating F2F 5 2.7  4.9 1.2 
Cheating Online and F2F 59.5 67.2  68.3 75.6 
Not Cheating 32.4 28.6  25.6 22 
      
3. Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a test      
Cheating Online 3.4 3.4  1.2 1.2 
Cheating F2F 8.4 7.6  7.3 1.2 
Cheating Online and F2F 73.3 76.3  85.4 93.9 
Not Cheating 14.9 12.2  3.7 2.4 
      
4. Copying from another student during an 
examination      
Cheating Online 0.4 0.4  1.2 2.4 
Cheating F2F 21 19.5  11 12.2 
Cheating Online and F2F 63.7 69.8  81.7 82.9 
Not Cheating 14.9 9.9  6.1 2.4 
 
As indicated in Table 2, faculty and students identified making up references or 
bibliography as academically dishonest in both learning environments (online and F2F). 
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Additionally, faculty (95.1%) were more likely to account for this action as cheating than 
students (80.5%) in the repeated checklist.  
Also noted in Table 2, faculty and students indicated reusing papers written for 
another class without the professor’s permission as cheating in both learning 
environments (online and F2F). Unlike the other behaviors listed in the checklist, the 
reusing of papers also had a higher percentage of students (28.6%) and faculty (22%) 
recognizing this action as not cheating.  
The third behavior listed in Table 2 was getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a test. Students and faculty indicated this behavior as 
academically dishonest in both learning environments (online and F2F). Additionally, 
faculty (93.9%) were more likely to see this action as dishonest than students (76.3%). 
As shown in Table 2, both students and faculty members determined copying 
from another student during an examination as academically dishonest in both online and 
F2F learning environments. It is important to note that some students initially identified 
this behavior as not cheating (14.9%) and then modified their response when completing 
the repeated checklist (9.9%). A similar, but smaller result occurred with faculty in the 
first survey as 6.1% and the repeated checklist dropping to 2.4%.  Furthermore, students 
had a separation between the F2F (19.5%) and online (0.4%) environments. Faculty also 
indicated copying from another student in F2F (12.2%) as cheating opposed to in an 
online environment (2.4%).   
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Table 3 
Percentage of  Students and Faculty Indicating Cheating Behavior 5-8 in Type of Environment 
 
Students 
(n = 262)  
Faculty 
(n = 82) 
Behavior: 
First 
Survey 
Repeated 
Survey  
First 
Survey 
Repeated 
Survey 
5. Copying or paraphrasing (copying with 
rewording) a sentence from a written or 
internet source without footnoting or 
referencing it in the paper      
Cheating Online 1.9 2.3  1.2 1.2 
Cheating F2F 5.3 3.4  3.7 1.2 
Cheating Online and F2F 74.8 77.9  85.4 91.5 
Not Cheating 17.9 16.4  8.5 4.9 
      
6. Turning in a paper obtained in large part 
from a term paper “mill” or website      
Cheating Online 2.7 3.1  1.2 1.2 
Cheating F2F 2.7 3.4  3.7 2.4 
Cheating Online and F2F 75.6 79.8  87.8 93.9 
Not Cheating 18.3 13.7  7.3 2.4 
      
7. Using unpermitted crib notes (or cheat 
sheets) during a test      
Cheating Online 6.9 8.4  3.7 6.1 
Cheating F2F 21.8 13  9.8 7.3 
Cheating Online and F2F 56.1 68.3  80.5 84.1 
Not Cheating 14.9 9.5  6.1 1.2 
      
8. Turning in a paper copied at least in part, 
from another student’s paper      
Cheating Online 2.7 2.7  1.2 1.2 
Cheating F2F 6.9 5.7  4.9 3.7 
Cheating Online and F2F 73.7 79.8  87.8 93.9 
Not Cheating 16.8 11.8  6.1 1.2 
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Additionally, students and faculty indicated copying or paraphrasing (copying 
with rewording) a sentence from a written or internet source without footnoting or 
referencing it in the paper as cheating (see Table 3). However, another discrepancy 
between student and faculty perceptions can be seen with students identifying this 
behavior as not cheating (16.4%) more than faculty (4.9%). Also in Table 3, students and 
faculty indicated turning in a paper obtained in large part from a term paper “mill” or 
website as cheating. As noted in other results, faculty (93.9%) recognized this behavior as 
academically dishonest more than students (79.8%). 
As reflected in Table 3, using unpermitted crib notes (or cheat sheets) during a 
test was considered academically dishonest. Although students marked this as cheating in 
both online and F2F (68.3%) initially, some students indicated this behavior as cheating 
only in F2F (21.8%) which was later reduced to 13% in the repeated checklist. Faculty 
(93.9%) also acknowledged turning in a paper copied at least in part, from another 
student’s paper as academically dishonest in both learning environments (online and 
F2F). In comparison to faculty, a smaller percentage of students (79.8%) perceived this 
behavior as dishonest (see Table 3).  
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Table 4 
Percentage of  Students and Faculty Indicating  Cheating Behavior 9-12 in Type of Environment 
 
Students 
(n = 262)  
Faculty 
(n = 82) 
Behavior 
First 
Survey 
Repeated 
Survey  
First 
Survey 
Repeated 
Survey 
9. Using a false excuse to obtain an 
extension on a due date or to take a test at a 
different time      
Cheating Online 3.4 3.1  1.2 1.2 
Cheating F2F 5 6.5  6.1 3.7 
Cheating Online and F2F 58.8 64.5  72 75.6 
Not Cheating 32.1 25.2  20.7 18.3 
      
10. Having someone else take an 
examination for you or taking an 
examination for them      
Cheating Online 15.6 16.8  6.1 9.8 
Cheating F2F 3.8 3.1  3.7 1.2 
Cheating Online and F2F 64.1 69.1  82.9 87.8 
Not Cheating 16 11.1  7.3 1.2 
      
11. Turning in work done by someone else      
Cheating Online 1.5 3.4  2.4 2.4 
Cheating F2F 3.8 4.6  3.7 1.2 
Cheating Online and F2F 77.9 79.4  87.8 95.1 
Not Cheating 16.8 12.6  6.1 1.2 
      
12. Writing or providing a paper for 
another student      
Cheating Online 2.7 3.4  1.2 1.2 
Cheating F2F 4.2 4.6  2.4 1.2 
Cheating Online and F2F 75.2 79.8  86.6 95.1 
Not Cheating 17.6 12.2  8.5 2.4 
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Students (64.5%) and faculty (75.6%) indicated using a false excuse to obtain an 
extension on a due date or take a test at a different time as dishonest (see Table 4). Unlike 
other behaviors from the checklist, this category also had a higher not cheating 
percentage from both students (25.2%) and faculty (18.3%).   
Also shown in Table 4, students (69.1%) and faculty (87.8%) determined having 
someone else take an examination for you or taking an examination for them as cheating 
in both online and F2F. When separating the environments, cheating online had a higher 
percentage for both students (16.8%) and faculty (9.8%) than compared to other 
behaviors from the checklist. 
 Furthermore, a significant portion of faculty (95.1%) acknowledged turning in 
work done by someone else as academically dishonest for both online and F2F (see Table 
4), while 79.4% students indicated the same. A small group of students (12.6%) 
determined this action as not cheating. In the final checklist item, students (79.8%) and 
faculty (95.1%) both identified writing or providing a paper for another student as 
cheating in both online and F2F (see Table 4). This result is reflective of several prior 
categories with faculty perceiving a behavior as academically dishonest more than 
students.   
 While the majority of participants marked the 12 cheating behaviors as 
academically dishonest behaviors in both online and F2F learning environments; two 
behaviors (reusing papers and using a false excuse) were indicated as not cheating more 
so than the other listed behaviors. In addition, there was some separation between course 
format with a portion of the participants acknowledging copying from another student 
during an exam and using unpermitted crib notes during an exam as F2F cheating 
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behaviors. The only online behavior noted for cheating was having someone else taking 
an examination for you or taking an examination for them. Lastly, faculty consistently 
determined each of the 12 behaviors as academically dishonest in both course formats 
more than students.   
Assumptions 
 In preparation for answering the next two research questions, data were reviewed 
to determine if any assumptions were violated. The normality assumption is based on the 
skewness and kurtosis with scores being as close to zero as ideal (Pallant, 2006). 
Skewness is the symmetry of a distribution and kurtosis is the peakedness (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2007, p. 79). Additionally, Miles and Shevlin (2001) suggest a skewness statistic 
greater than 2.0 would indicate non-normality.  
The Mahalanobis distance statistic was also used to identify potential outliers in 
the dataset (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). A critical value is “determined by using a 
critical values of chi-square table, with the number of dependent variables that you have 
as your degrees of freedom (df) value” (Pallant, 2006, p. 251). There are four dependent 
variables in the present study with a critical value of 18.47 (Pallant, 2006). One faculty 
participant had a value of 31.922 and was removed from the dataset. The remaining 
participants had values under the critical value.  
It is important to have a straight-line relationship between two variables, 
otherwise, the relationship will not be identified (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The 
linearity assumption was tested by generating scatterplots to determine whether a straight 
line relationship was present among the dependent variables (Pallant, 2006). 
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Additionally, if variables are too highly correlated, the multicollinearity and singularity 
assumption is violated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  
The Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices was used to determine if the 
data violates the homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices assumption. This 
assumption is not violated when the Sig. value is larger than .001 (Pallant, 2006, p. 258). 
Additionally, the Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was used to examine 
whether the assumption of equality of variance for a variable had been violated. A Sig. 
value should be greater than .05; otherwise, a more conservative alpha level would be 
used to determine significance for the variable in the univariate F-test (Pallant, 2006, p. 
259).  
Research Question Two  
The second research question was determining whether there was a relationship 
between motivation orientation and student and faculty responses for academic 
dishonesty. To answer this question, two datasets were used, one for students with the 
LOGO II (four variables) and one for faculty with the LOGO F (two variables). The 
variables for each LOGO were created using the factor analysis that was previously 
explained. Additionally, responses from the vignettes created the following four 
dependent variables; two for professor orientation (James and Matthews) and two for 
learning environment (online and F2F).  
Assumptions. The skewness statistic was less than 1.0 and the Normal 
Probability Plots were examined for “reasonably straight diagonal line from bottom left 
to top right” (Pallant, 2006, p. 150). Many of the correlations between variables were low 
(mostly below .3); as a result, the Tolerance and Variance inflation factor (VIF) values 
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were examined. Tolerance should be more than .10 and VIF should be under 10 to avoid 
violating multicollinearity (Pallant, 2006). Both values were reviewed for students and 
faculty regressions and confirmed the multicollinearity assumption was not violated. 
Another assumption, Independence of Residuals, accounts for unusual cases within the 
model creating influence in the output. To examine this potential concern, Cook’s 
Distance should fall under a value of 1 (Pallant, 2006) which occurred with both student 
and faculty datasets.  
R2. R is the total correlation between both the independent variables and 
dependent variable (Miles & Shevlin, 2001). R
2
 “represents the total amount of variance 
accounted for in the dependent variable by the independent variable(s)” (Miles & 
Shevlin, 2001, p. 32). A percentage can be determined by moving the decimal two places 
to the right to establish the proportion of variance explained (Miles & Shevlin, 2001). 
Next, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) is also reviewed for significance to reflect the 
probability of obtaining the R
2
 value in a population of zero (Miles & Shevlin, 2001). For 
example, if one of the two independent variables were held constant, the standardized 
coefficients would be the correlation between the dependent variable and other 
independent variable (Miles & Shevlin, 2001).  
Coefficients. After assessing R
2
 and the ANOVA data, the standardized 
coefficients were examined to determine whether the beta values were significant (p<.05) 
and contributed uniquely to the dependent variable when the other independent variables 
were held constant (Pallant, 2006). Furthermore, the Part value can be identified for each 
significant variable and squared to establish the amount each variable is contributing to 
R
2 
(Pallant, 2006).  
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Students 
James. The first set of regression analyses were based on student responses to the 
LOGO II which had four variables: Learning-oriented Behaviors, Grade-Oriented, 
Learning Material, and Learning-oriented Attitude and a combined Dr. James’ variable 
(dependent) based on the Likert responses to her vignette. The reported correlations were 
low with learning material having the highest correlation of the variables (r = .15). To 
determine a good fit for this regression, the following ANOVA results were F(4, 255)= 
3.199, p=.014; which assessed the statistical significance of the independent variables 
from the LOGO II predicting the dependent variable, likelihood of cheating in Dr. James’ 
class. As indicated in Table 5, only Learning Material (i.e., I find the process of learning 
new material fun) had statistical significance in predicting academic dishonesty for Dr. 
James’ class. However, the regression model accounted for 4.8% of variance for 
expectations of academically dishonest behaviors in Dr. James’ class with 2.6% resulting 
from the learning material variable.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 66 
Table 5 
Results of Regression Student Analysis for LOGO II with Likelihood of Cheating in Classroom 
Orientation 
James’ with LOGO II Variables B SE (B) β t Sig. (p) 
Learning-Oriented Behaviors -.058 .031 -.119 -1.903 .058 
Grade-Oriented .001 .030 .002 .035 .972 
Learning Material .168 .064 .164 2.638 .009* 
Learning-Oriented Attitude .140 .068 .128 2.061 .040 
      
Matthews’ with LOGO II Variables      
Learning-Oriented Behaviors .058 .039 .091 1.480 .140 
Grade-Oriented .053 .038 .084 1.378 .169 
Learning Material -.381 .082 -.280 -4.631 .000** 
Learning-Oriented Attitude -.113 .088 -.078 -1.289 .199 
Notes: R
2
= .048; *p<.01 
R
2
= .094; **p<.001 
 
Matthews. The second regression used the same independent variables and a 
combined variable for Dr. Matthews’ Likert responses as the dependent variable. The 
correlations followed a similar pattern to the first regression with learning material as the 
highest (r = -.278) and the other variables reporting under .10. These variables had 
statistical significance in predicting the dependent variable, F(4, 255)= 6.598, p=.000. In 
Table 5, the learning material variable had statistical significance in predicting cheating 
in Dr. Matthews’ class and contributed 7.6% of this variance.   
 Online. The third student regression used the dependent variable online classes 
from a combined variable of online responses regarding Dr. James’ and Dr. Matthews’ 
questions. The independent variables remained the same from the LOGO II factor 
analysis. Significance was not achieved for this dependent variable: F(4, 255)= .259, 
p=.904 (see Table 6).  
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Table 6 
Results of Regression Student Analysis for LOGO II with Likelihood of Cheating in Course Format 
Online with LOGO II Variables B SE (B) β t Sig. (p) 
Learning-Oriented Behaviors .009 .029 .020 .311 .756 
Grade-Oriented -.003 .029 -.006 -.090 .928 
Learning Material -.043 .061 -.044 -.697 .486 
Learning-Oriented Attitude -.048 .065 -.046 -.729 .466 
      
F2F with LOGO II Variables      
Learning-Oriented Behaviors -.009 .029 -.019 -.305 .761 
Grade-Oriented .056 .029 .123 1.980 .049 
Learning Material -.170 .061 -.171 -2.779 .006* 
Learning-Oriented Attitude .075 .065 .071 1.146 .253 
Notes: R
2
= .004 
R
2
= .057; *p<.01 
 
 F2F. The final student regression maintained the same LOGO II variables as the 
independent variable and used a combined variable of F2F responses regarding Dr. 
James’ and Dr. Matthews’ vignettes. The correlations continued to report low with 
learning material as the highest (r = -.188) and the other LOGO II variables falling under 
.15. Additionally, statistical significance was achieved determining significance of the 
independent variables from the LOGO II predicting cheating in a F2F class: F(4, 255)= 
3.875, p=.004. Table 6 includes the values from the regression model; however, only 
learning material continued to show significance. This variable contributed 2.9% of the 
total 5.7% variance for predicting academic dishonest in a F2F class.  
 Based on the student regressions, the learning material variable contributed in 
predicting the likelihood of cheating in Dr. James’ and Dr. Matthews’ class; as well as in 
a F2F class. The learning material variable consisted of an appreciation for learning new 
information, sharing it with others and relating it outside of the classroom. Additionally, 
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this variable accounts for evaluation of work and grades but as a goal to work toward. 
Even though significance was determined, the learning material factor explained a small 
amount of variance for each of the noted dependent variables.  
Faculty 
 The multiple regressions completed for the faculty dataset followed similar 
procedures to the student dataset. However, faculty completed the LOGO F which had 
two variables as indicated in the factor analysis discussed previously. Also as indicated, 
one faculty member was removed from the dataset as a result of the Mahalanobis 
Distance exceeding the critical value of 13.82 (Pallant, 2006, p. 151); however, the 
remaining participant values fell within the Mahalanobis critical value and under Cook’s 
Distance of 1.  
James. The first regression was based on Dr. James’ combined vignette responses 
as the dependent variable with the LOGO F variables as the independent variables. The 
correlations with Dr. James were low (Grade, r = .133 and Learning r =.117). The 
correlation for Grade to Learning was r = -.015 which remains the same for the remaining 
multiple regressions. The independent variables did not statistically show significance to 
the dependent variables: F(2, 78)= 1.284, p=.283; (see Table 7).  
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Table 7 
Results of Regression Faculty Analysis for LOGO F with Likelihood of Cheating in Classroom 
Orientation 
James’ with LOGO F Variables B SE (B) β t Sig. (p) 
Grade .125 .103 .135 1.213 .229 
Learning .094 .088 .119 1.065 .290 
      
Matthews’ with LOGO F Variables      
Grade .370 .108 .361 3.421 .001* 
Learning -.032 .093 -.036 -.343 .733 
Notes: R
2
= .032 
R
2
= .132; *p<.01 
 
Matthews. Next, a multiple regression was completed using faculty responses to 
Dr. Matthews’ vignette as the dependent variable and the LOGO F variables as the 
independent variables. The correlations for the LOGO F variables with Dr. Matthews’ 
were: Grade (r = .361) and Learning (r = -.041). The LOGO F variables showed 
statistical significance in predicting academic dishonesty in Dr. Matthews’ class: F(2, 
78)= 5.928, p=.004 (see Table 7). The regression model accounted for 13.2% of total 
variance with the Grade variable at 13% and the Learning variable less than 1% (.10%). 
The Grade variable consisted of focusing on grading; such as, “I wish my colleagues 
across the campus were tougher graders.” Thus, the Grade variable was statistically 
significant in predicting the likelihood of academic dishonesty in Dr. Matthews’ class.  
Online. A third multiple regression was run combining responses from Dr. 
James’ and Dr. Matthews’ vignettes regarding the likelihood of online cheating. The 
independent variables remained the same from the LOGO F. The correlations for these 
two variables with the Online variable were: Grade (r = .302) and Learning (r = -.038). 
The LOGO F variables showed statistical significance in predicting cheating in an Online 
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class: F(2, 78)= 3.973, p=.023. The Grade variable showed statistical significance in 
predicting the Online variable (see Table 8) with 9.1% of the total variance.  
Table 8 
Results of Regression Faculty Analysis for LOGO F with Likelihood of Cheating in Course Format 
Online with LOGO F Variables B SE (B) β t Sig. (p) 
Grade .255 .091 .302 2.797 .006* 
Learning -.024 .078 -.033 -.308 .759 
      
F2F with LOGO F Variables      
Grade .240 .090 .287 2.662 .009* 
Learning .086 .078 .120 1.113 .269 
Notes: R
2
= .092; *p<.01 
R
2
= .096; *p<.01 
 
F2F. The final faculty multiple regression was using F2F as the dependent 
variable and the LOGO F as the independent variables. A similar method as the online 
class, the F2F variable consisted of combined responses from Dr. James’ and Dr. 
Matthews’ vignettes. The correlations were under .3 again which is considered low 
(Pallant, 2006). The correlation for Grade with F2F was r = .285 and Learning with F2F 
was r = .116. As indicated in the first faculty multiple regression explanation, the 
correlation for Grade and Learning was r = -.015. The independent variables from LOGO 
F showed statistical significance in predicting the cheating in a F2F class: F(2, 78)= 
4.120, p=.020. The total variance for predicting cheating in a F2F class was 9.6% with 
the Grade variable accounting for 8.2% of this variance. The Grade variable had 
statistical significance as shown in Table 8. The Learning variable had 1.4% of the total 
variance; but did not show statistical significance.  
 Based on the faculty regression, the grade variable contributed in predicting the 
likelihood of cheating in Dr. Matthews’ class, as well as, in the online and F2F classes. 
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The grade variable consisted of stringent grading standards and explaining to students the 
importance of focusing on their grades. While the grade variable also explained a small 
amount of variance for the dependent variables, it was larger than the variance explained 
in the student regression models. 
Student and faculty regressions indicated predictors between own motivation 
orientation to anticipated cheating in course context (mastery and performance) and 
course format (online and F2F). For students, learning material was the predicting 
variable and for faculty, the grade variable. However, many of the results accounted for a 
small amount of variance.  
Research Question Three 
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the third 
research question: How do students and faculty perceive cheating in two learning 
environments: online and face-to-face (F2F)? A MANOVA is based on multiple 
dependent variables that emphasize “the mean differences and statistical significance of 
differences among groups” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 243). A Type I error can occur 
when the null hypothesis is rejected even though it is true. Thus, the benefit of using a 
MANOVA over a series of individual ANOVAs minimizes the chance of Type I error 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  
In the current study, the dependent variables were total scores from the vignettes: 
James and Matthews for professor orientation (mastery and performance) and 
environment type (online and F2F). The independent variables were students, faculty, 
gender, ethnicity, age, education, number of courses (completed/taught) online and 
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number of course (completed/taught) F2F. Four students left the gender option blank 
reducing student N to 258. 
Assumptions. Pallant (2006) recommends combining variables when correlations 
are near .8 or .9 (p. 255). The correlations for the dependent variables can be reviewed in 
Table 9 and are below .8; thus not violating the multicollinearity and singularity 
assumption. Additionally, Pallant (2006) suggests examining the original mean with the 
5% trimmed mean to determine if extreme scores are impacting the mean (see Table 9). 
The Box M and Levene’s test are reported with the corresponding analyses for the 
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices assumption.  
Table 9 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Vignette Total Scores 
Variable 1 2 3 4 
1 Total James Score 1.0 .133* .614** .626** 
2 Total Matthews Score  1.0 .719** .716** 
3 Total Online Score   1.0 .590** 
4 Total F2F Score    1.0 
Means 12.99 9.32 11.68 10.63 
Standard Deviations 3.00 3.63 2.78 2.84 
5% Trimmed Mean 12.92 9.14 11.59 10.58 
Notes: N = 343, *p<.05, **p < .01     
 
Wilks’ Lambda. If there are unequal N values, Pillai’s Trace is recommended 
over the Wilks’ Lambda statistic; however, when there are only two groups, Pillai’s 
Trace and Wilks’ Lambda are identical (Pallant, 2006, p. 259). For this purpose, the 
Wilks’ Lambda value and corresponding significance score were reported. To determine 
a difference between groups, the significance value is less than .05 (Pallant, 2006).   
Bonferroni. Further investigation is warranted once significant results are 
determined and as recommended by Pallant (2006), a Bonferroni adjustment should be 
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used to minimize chances of a Type I error. In this analysis, there were two dependent 
variables per analysis, creating a new alpha level of .025. Upon initial analysis, there was 
not a statistically significant difference with ethnicity, age, education, or number of 
courses completed which failed to reject the null hypotheses. Significance was achieved 
with student /faculty and gender as described below.   
 A MANOVA was completed with James (performance-oriented) and Matthews 
(mastery-oriented) as the dependent variables and student/faculty and gender as the 
independent variables. The Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices value was 
.006, which does not violate the homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices 
assumption. However, the Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances should be less 
than .05; James’ value was .002 and Matthews’ was .430 As a result, Matthews’ alpha 
should have a more conservative alpha level; such as, .025 or .01 (Pallant, 2006, p. 259). 
There was a statistically significant difference between students and faculty with James 
and Matthews as the motivation orientation variables: F(2, 334) = 27.09, p=.000; Wilks’ 
λ = .86; partial η2 = .14. Next, the results for the dependent variables were considered 
separately with a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .025. Both variables had statistical 
significance with James as F(3, 335)= 31.50, p=.000, partial η2 =.09 and Matthews as F(3, 
335)=23.30, p=.000, partial η2 =.07. Faculty expected more cheating in Dr. James’ and 
Dr. Matthews’ classes than students.   
 There was also a statistically significant difference between gender and the 
James’ and Matthews’ variables: F(2, 334)= 7.51, p=.001; Wilks’ λ =.96; partial η2 =.04. 
Of the two dependent variables, James had statistical significance using the Bonferroni 
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adjusted alpha level of .025, F(3, 335)=14.9, p=.000, partial η2 =.04. Females expected 
more cheating in Dr. James’ performance-oriented class than males. 
 An interaction effect was also statistically significant with the motivation 
orientation variable of James and Matthews and student and faculty with gender: F(2, 
334) = 5.89, p=.003; Wilks’ λ = .97; partial η2 = .03. Next, the dependent variables were 
considered separately with a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .025. Both variables had 
statistical significance with James as F(3, 335)= 5.95, p=.015, partial η2 =.017 and 
Matthews as F(3, 335)=5.97, p=.015, partial η2 =.018. Female faculty expected more 
cheating in Dr. James’ class than male students. Female faculty also expected more 
cheating in Dr. Matthews’ class than female students. Estimated marginal means can be 
reviewed in Table 10.  
Table 10 
Estimated Marginal Means and Standard Deviations for Dependent Variables 
 Motivation Orientation  Environment Type 
 Performance Mastery   Online F2F 
IV (N) M (SD) M (SD)  M (SD) M (SD) 
Students (258) 12.34 (.19) 8.85 (.23)  11.17 (.17) 10.03 (.17) 
Faculty (81) 14.43 (.32) 11.10 (.40)  13.23 (.30) 12.31 (.30) 
Male (107) 12.67 (.31) 9.87 (.38)*  11.91 (.28)* 10.63 (.28) 
Female (232) 14.11 (.21) 10.08 (.27)*  12.48 (.20)* 11.71 (.20) 
Student*Males (80) 12.08 (.31) 9.32 (.38)*  11.30 (.29)* 10.09 (.28)* 
Student*Females (178) 12.61 (.21)* 8.39 (.26)  11.03 (.19) 9.97 (.19) 
Faculty*Males (27) 13.26 (.53)* 10.43 (.66)*  12.52 (.49)* 11.17 (.49)* 
Faculty*Females (54) 15.61 (.37) 11.77 (.47)  13.94 (.35) 13.45 (.35) 
Note: *ns      
 
 Repeating the similar analysis above, students/faculty and gender remained the 
independent variable and online and F2F as the dependent variables. The Box’s Test of 
Equality of Covariance Matrices value was .000 which is smaller than the Sig .001 
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required. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances should be less than .05; however, 
the online value was .068 and the F2F value was .375. Thus, the alpha must be more 
conservative; such as, .025 or .01 (Pallant, 2006, p. 259). There was a statistically 
significant difference between students and faculty with the learning environment 
variables of online and F2F: F(2, 334) = 26.41, p=.000; Wilks’ λ = .86; partial η2 = .14. 
Next, the results for the dependent variables were considered separately with a 
Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .025. The online variable was F(3, 335)= 35.52, 
p=.000, partial η2 =.10 and the F2F variable was F(3, 335)=43.81, p=.000, partial η2 =.12. 
Faculty expected cheating more in online and F2F classes than students. 
 Furthermore, a statistically significant difference between the learning 
environment variables online and F2F with gender: F(2, 334)= 4.91, p=.008; Wilks’ λ 
=.97; partial η2 =.03. The F2F variable had statistical significance using the Bonferroni 
adjusted alpha level of .025, F(3, 335)=9.84, p=.002, partial η2 =.03. While females 
expected more cheating in a F2F class than males; there was not a significant difference 
in gender for the online variable. 
An interaction effect was also statistically significant for student/faculty, gender 
and the online and F2F variables: F(2, 334)=6.38, p=.002; Wilks’ λ =.96; partial η2 =.04. 
Upon further inspection, both variables were significant using the Bonferroni adjusted 
alpha level of .025: online was F(3, 335)=5.98, p=.015, partial η2 =.02 and F2F was F(3, 
335)=12.17, p=.001, partial η2 =.04. Female faculty expected more cheating in an online 
and F2F classes than female students. 
 The null hypotheses were rejected for students and faculty anticipating cheating in 
performance- and mastery-oriented learning environments; as well as, students and 
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faculty anticipating cheating in online and F2F course formats. Faculty expect cheating to 
occur more than students regardless of professor motivation and course format.  
Qualitative Analysis 
 Since the current study is based on an embedded design, qualitative data was also 
collected to support the quantitative analysis (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011). For 
example, open-ended questions were used to gain further insight into the participants’ 
perspective of both vignettes in this study. There were a total of 16 open-response 
questions for both students and faculty with the first eight using a “please explain your 
answer” format following the “likelihood of cheating” Likert scale items (see vignette 
information in Appendix A). The remaining set of eight questions were open response 
items only, such as, “Explain specific types of dishonest behaviors you believe could 
occur in Dr. James’ online class” and “Explain how Dr. James could minimize 
opportunities for cheating in her online class.” Of the 343 participants, 93% of faculty 
and 88% of students submitted responses to these open-ended questions. Figure 1 
summarizes the steps used in completing the qualitative analysis from creating word 
frequencies to determining categories within these key words and finally establishing 
themes to describe the qualitative data.  
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Figure 1. Qualitative analysis of vignette data. This figure illustrates the qualitative 
process used with written text from the vignettes.  
Word Lists. To begin the qualitative analysis, a computer generated word list was 
created on each of the previously described 16 questions for both students and faculty. 
Bernard and Ryan (2010) explain that words referenced more often in a response are 
especially salient to the participant (p. 195). Thus, “The more often a concept appears-
particularly if it appears across many respondents and in many situations- the more 
important it is likely to be” (Bernard & Ryan, 2010, p. 127). In the present study, 
repetitions of words were identified by the text analysis tool housed within the web-based 
survey host. The initial top ten word lists (Tables 21-28) are located in Appendix D with 
the 32 most frequent words listed in Table 11. These top identified words for the 16 
questions (students and faculty) were the starting point for the next level of analysis in 
interpreting them within their context.  
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Table 11 
Most Frequent Word List for Students and Faculty with Dr. James’ and Dr. Matthews’ Vignettes  
  Dr. James’  Dr. Matthews’ 
  Students Faculty  Students Faculty 
Online Exam Grade Grades  Grade Grades 
 Written Work Papers Students  Cheat Students 
       
F2F Exam Face-to-Face Cheat  Grades Students 
 Written Work Papers Students  Cheat Students 
       
Dishonest 
Behaviors 
Online Cheating Copying  Cheating Students 
 F2F Tests Papers  Students Students 
       
Minimize 
Cheating 
Online Questions Exams  Students Students 
 F2F Test Students  Students Students 
 
KWIC. The key-words-in-context (KWIC) method is an exploratory approach for 
generating categories from initial word lists and was used to further evaluate the most 
frequent term in the context originally written by each participant (Bernard & Ryan, 
2010). Again, the survey host provided the corresponding responses for each of the most 
frequent words resulting in a total of 1,150 brief answers among students and faculty for 
these 32 top words. After reading the key words in their original context, new categories 
were generated for further analysis (Bernard & Ryan, 2010). For instance, students used 
the key word “grade” in response to students’ likelihood of cheating in an online exam 
for Dr. James’. For example, the following response includes the word “grade” in 
context:  
People typically cheat to obtain higher grades. If it is an online class what is 
stopping a person from opening the book or asking someone for extra help on the 
 79 
test. If no one can see it happening and it does not clearly state that you cannot use 
your book or other resources then what is stopping a person from cheating? 
This example was categorized as “want good grade” and “online.” This process 
continued for each response identified under the most frequent word in each question 
type. 
Themes. Next, categories from the 32 top words were examined for similarities 
and frequency through pile sorts to create “subgroups”. Overlapping subgroups were 
analyzed and reduced to “core elements” which led to generating “themes” (Bernard & 
Ryan, 2010). Some categories with more frequency were considered in identifying 
themes (Bernard & Ryan, 2010). For instance, the category “collaborate” was frequently 
used but also had similarities to other categories; such as, “pay someone” resulting in a 
collaborate subgroup. Using the same example, the frequency and similarities of 
subgroups were analyzed again with the initial category “collaborate” leading to a 
“collaborate” core element. Moreover, this core element was important in theme 
discovery presented at the end of the qualitative analysis.  
James’ Findings 
Participants read Dr. James’ vignette first which was a performance-oriented 
classroom environment focused on grades and being right. Students and faculty could 
provide further explanation to their Likert response by writing in an open comment box 
after each Likert-type question (e.g., “What is the likelihood students will cheat on an 
exam in Dr. James’ online class?”). As was described previously, responses to the 
vignette questions led to generating word lists in the first level of qualitative analysis.   
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Word Lists. The web-based survey site generated the top 10 key words for 
students and faculty using the qualitative responses associated with questions from 
James’ vignette (see Appendix D). Next, the most frequent words were identified as 
indicated in Table 11. At the initial review, these key words addressed location (F2F), 
requirements (papers) and outcomes (grade/cheat). For additional analysis, the responses 
within each key word listed on Table 12 were reviewed using a key word-in-context 
(KWIC) method to generate supporting categories.  
Online Exam Categories. The first question participants answered was the 
likelihood students would cheat on exams in Dr. James’ online class with the most 
frequent word identified as “grade” for students and faculty. Additional supporting 
categories were created under the student word “grade” which included grades are 
important and grades are announced. The faculty categories were similar with the 
following two categories: focus on grades and announces grades (see Table 12). The 
importance of grades is reflected in the following examples: one student (later referred to 
as Student X) wrote “I don’t feel like she focuses on the knowledge. She focuses on the 
grade. Whenever there is more focus on the grade and getting the right answer, I think 
there are higher instances for cheating.” Faculty members indicated similar concerns; for 
instance: “With this much emphasis on grades to the exclusion of actually learning the 
material, if the student values the teacher’s opinion or has other reasons to be concerned 
about GPA, cheating seems likely.” Students and faculty categories shown in Table 12 
reflect Dr. James’ scenario and her acknowledgement of grades in her classroom.  
Online Written Work Categories. The second question students and faculty 
responded to was the likelihood students would cheat on written work (i.e., papers) in Dr. 
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James’ online class. As indicated in Table 12, students used the word “papers” most, 
whereas the most frequent word for faculty was “students.” Upon completing the KWIC 
analysis for the words “papers” and “students,” the word “paper” included plagiarism, 
material and harder to cheat categories. Students indicated fellow students may cheat by 
plagiarizing; however, it would be harder to cheat for a paper requirement. Additionally, 
most responses addressed the material of the paper either through copying other 
information, locating good resources or collaborating with peers. Student X also 
commented on the likelihood of cheating on written work:  
Students will want to “be right”. Therefore, I believe that students will likely find 
other students who scored well on her papers and use their papers to write their 
own. They know what she wants to hear, and they will write that to get a good 
grade. 
The faculty categories from the word “students” included collaborating, plagiarism, and 
announcing grades. Faculty anticipated cheating with students working together, locating 
information and using it directly and as a result of the grade announcement. For instance, 
a faculty member wrote: “By announcing grades, she may think she is challenging 
students to improve; what she is probably doing is encouraging them to get a better grade 
by any means (including cheating).”   
The categories and examples shared reflect a dominant concern with Dr. James’ 
performance-oriented methods in an online course. Her focus on grades could contribute 
to academically dishonest behaviors in an attempt to “save face” as one student wrote.   
 F2F Exam Categories. Using the same Dr. James’ vignette, students and faculty 
members addressed the likelihood students would cheat on an exam and written work in 
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Dr. James’ F2F class. Starting with the F2F exam question, the most frequent word for 
students was “face-to-face” while faculty used “cheat” most. Two important KWIC 
categories were created from the “face-to-face” responses: cheating was harder and 
riskier. As one student explained, “I think it’s harder and riskier to cheat in a face to face 
[sic] classroom.” Although faculty had “cheat” as the most frequent word, their top 
categories were comparable to students and included difficult, technology and risky. 
Faculty determined cheating would be more difficult and riskier in a F2F class; but, if it 
were to happen, technology would be involved. For instance, one faculty member replied, 
“While the motivations still exist, cheating on exams in a F2F class is more risky and 
more difficult.” Another faculty participant shared the following: “[Students] cheat to 
obtain a higher grade as not to be subjected to ridicule to classmates for not doing well. 
Technology will play a role with students to cheat on exams.”  
F2F Written Work Categories. Similar to Dr. James’ online written work 
question, the most frequent words for the F2F written work question were “papers” for 
students and “students” for faculty. Maintaining the same KWIC analysis, both students 
and faculty anticipated academically dishonest behaviors with papers in Dr. James’ F2F 
class. Categories for the word “papers” were good grade, material, location, collaborate 
and easier to spot (see Table 12). Students anticipate cheating will occur through 
collaboration and locating materials online in an attempt to earn a good grade. In contrast, 
other students indicated the location of the requirement was important (writing in class or 
outside of the classroom) and noted repeated material would be easier to spot.  One 
student explained the need for collaboration: “Students who do not understand the 
material required for papers will often go to others for help and may influence others to 
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give some of the information for their paper.” Another student wrote, “You cant [sic] 
control students out side [sic] the class room [sic] if they want to get together to study, 
write papers why not? this [sic] is college we pay to learn not to be taught.”   
The categories for faculty also included location, collaboration, and content, in 
addition to, addressing the integrity of the student (see Table 12). Both students and 
faculty wrote about the visual aspect of having to see the teacher versus working on a 
requirement at home (location). This was especially apparent with writing papers which 
usually occurs outside of a F2F classroom. One faculty member (later referred to as 
Faculty Y) suggested: 
Anything written outside of the class is subject to the possibility of cheating. 
Again, the competitive environment being created could put added pressure on the 
students to cheat. Especially if they feel they are being watched and can’t do well 
on exams- the written work would need to “make up” for the exam grades. 
Location is a prevalent factor in student and faculty responses regarding the likelihood of 
cheating in Dr. James’ F2F class. For example, students suggested it was more difficult to 
cheat in a F2F classroom than online; particularly with the increased risk of getting 
caught. Furthermore, the personal contact with the professor (location) is another factor 
in the likelihood of cheating occurring in Dr. James’ courses.  
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Table 12 
Student and Faculty KWIC Categories for Dr. James’ Questions 
Online Exam Student Key Word “Grade”  Faculty Key Word “Grades” 
    
KWIC Categories Grades are important  Focus on grades 
 Grades are announced  Announces grades 
 Want good grades  Online class 
 Online class  Achieve grade 
 Access  Does not matter 
    
Online Written Work Student Key Word “Papers”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories Material in paper  Collaborate 
 Plagiarism  Announce grades 
 Harder to cheat  Need grade 
   Plagiarism 
    
F2F Exam Student Key Word “Face-to-
Face” 
 Faculty Key Word “Cheat” 
    
KWIC Categories Is harder  Difficult 
 Is riskier  Technology 
   Risky 
    
F2F Written Work Student Key Word “Papers”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories Good grade  Content 
 Material  Collaborate 
 Location  Good grade 
 Collaborate  Integrity 
 Easier to spot  Location 
 
Matthews’ Findings  
To understand the impact of the professor’s classroom, students and faculty also 
reviewed and responded to Dr. Matthews’ vignette, a mastery-based environment where 
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students could resubmit assignments to better understand course information. Students 
and faculty responded to identical questions provided for Dr. James’ with the exception 
of replacing Dr. Matthews’ name (e.g., “What is the likelihood students will cheat on an 
exam in Dr. Matthews’ online class?)” Once word lists were created, most frequent terms 
were reviewed to initiate the KWIC level of analysis for categories.   
 Word Lists. Dr. Matthews’ top word list (see Table 13) reflected a pattern among 
student responses and location with requirement. For example, online and F2F exams 
have the same most frequent word “grade” and online and F2F written work with the 
word “cheat.” Additionally, faculty used the word “grades” once and “students” for the 
three other responses. Conducting a KWIC on the comments within these key words 
aided in understanding the meaning of these most frequent words.  
Online Exam Categories. Students and faculty responded to Dr. Matthews’ 
online exam question first with both using the key word “grade” which was similar to Dr. 
James’ online exam frequent word. However, unlike the KWIC for Dr. James’ online 
class, students and some faculty believed students were less likely to cheat on an exam in 
Dr. Matthews’ online class. The categories from student responses were improve grade, 
focus on learning and no reason to cheat (see Table 13). Students felt cheating was 
unnecessary due to the opportunity to improve. As Student X indicated, “She wants 
students to learn and therefore, students are likely to focus on their learning rather than on 
achieving good grades.” Another student explained, “Students will most likely not cheat 
because if they did bad, they know they are given chances to get a better grade.”  
Faculty members had similar beliefs but also addressed the potential for cheating 
in the resubmission process. The categories created from the KWIC analysis included 
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focus on learning, resubmit for grade, less likely and occurs in the resubmit process (see 
Table 13). Faculty had mixed reactions determining cheating as less likely but could 
occur, particularly during the resubmit process. Faculty Y shared the following:  
The instructor is creating a good environment and students can resubmit work for a 
better grade. So students may be more inclined to try the exam on their own first. 
However, if the grade is poor the student could be motivated to cheat the second 
time around. 
Another faculty member wrote, “If students know they can resubmit work until they get 
the concept and the grade they need they would have very little need to cheat.” Other 
members indicated cheating would occur regardless as explained by this faculty 
participant: 
Students do not cheat for grades necessarily. They cheat to avoid doing work, and 
if they perceive that a teacher is willing to give them a break, they take advantage 
of it to the point that the instructor regrets it. I’ve been facing this online and in 
face-to-face classes for 13 years…. 
Online Written Work Categories. Students and faculty had different frequent 
words for Dr. Matthews’ online class with written work requirements. Students’ most 
frequent word was “cheat” and faculty used “students”. After the KWIC analysis, 
students’ use of cheat reflected several contradicting categories like no reason to cheat 
and possible (cheat) online. Other categories reflected Dr. Matthews’ motivation 
orientation with encouraged to improve, focus on learning, and resubmit (see Table 13). 
For instance, many students commented that students would be less likely to cheat due to 
the focus on learning and chance to improve: “They will not cheat, because they are not 
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afraid of being incorrect.” Others indicated cheating would be possible since it was an 
online class: “Online classes can have lots of cheating” and “I think they are likely to 
cheat just for the fact that it is an online class.”  
Faculty responses were also consistent with their comments from their online 
exam section. Their categories included cheat, resubmit to improve, focus on learning, 
and cheat to avoid redo (see Table 13). Faculty maintained Dr. Matthews’ created a 
learning environment which could minimizing cheating while others remarked students 
would want to avoid the resubmit process by cheating. For instance, one faculty member 
wrote, “Being able to redo work should create a trust between the instructor and student”; 
while another commented “Some students will plagiarize to avoid having to redo or 
improve something.”  
F2F Exam Categories. The last set of likelihood questions was based on Dr. 
Matthews’ vignette as a F2F class. First, students and faculty addressed the possibility of 
cheating on exams in Dr. Matthews’ F2F class. Students used the word “grades” the most 
while faculty used the word “students” the most. After reviewing the context of the word 
“grade” for students, categories were similar to other responses for Dr. Matthews’. These 
categories are also reflective of Dr. Matthews’ vignette and include improve, no need to 
cheat, does not announce grades and focused on learning (see Table 13). Students believe 
Dr. Matthews’ instructional method aided student learning and minimized chances of 
cheating. One student explained,  
Since she recognizes students for trying, the students are probably learning the 
concepts better and have no reason to feel the need to cheat. Additionally, since 
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she does not verbalize grades students won’t feel the pressure to achieve 
competitively against their peers.  
This point was echoed in many student responses including the following comments: 
“students feel the teacher is interested in them succeeding in learning the material. The 
pressure of a grade is somewhat minimize[d] which also helps the student to want to 
succeed at learning and understanding.”  
Faculty also addressed the impact Dr. Matthews’ F2F class had on cheating with 
the following categories: resubmit, less likely, no need, cheating and collaboration (see 
Table 13).  While some faculty determined cheating was less likely with the resubmit 
option, other faculty saw the resubmit as an opportunity for collaborating with others and 
cheating. One faculty member shared: 
As I said before, students cheat. I find that they’re less inclined to cheat in an F2F 
environment that’s supportive and in which the prof/instructor emphasizes learning 
outcomes more than grades, but they’re not stupid. They know that in the end, 
whether or not they pass a course and move forward in the increasingly costly 
process of getting a degree depends on their grade. Unless the university system 
across the country is completely overhauled, they will continue to focus on grades 
no matter what we say or do. 
Another faculty member described collaboration with the following reply: “The relaxed 
class atmosphere is conducive to collaboration with and copying from other students.”  
Faculty who were more favorable of the resubmit option had the following type 
comments “Although a cheater will cheat in most cases, a student who it thinking about it 
may not given multiple opportunities to master the concepts through resubmission.” 
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F2F Written Work Categories. The next question was based on Dr. Matthews’ 
F2F class and written work. Students and faculty had the same most frequent word as in 
Matthews’ online class, written work. Students used the word “cheat” and faculty 
members used “students.” After examining these particular words in context, students 
had the following categories: not necessary, resubmit, less likely, improve, location, on 
second attempt and collaborate (see Table 13). Many of these categories portrayed of Dr. 
Matthews’ scenario and prior online remarks. Yet, some additional concerns were voiced 
which included the resubmit process and location for the F2F course format. For 
example, some students addressed issues with resubmitting, “Students feel less compelled 
to cheat but at the same time they may be tempted the second time they go to submit an 
assignment.” Another student explained: 
Students are not as likely to cheat in a F2F class as they are in an online class, but 
when doing written work they are more likely to cheat if it’s being done at home 
than if it’s being done in class. Being able to resubmit assignments also minimizes 
the possibilities that a student will cheat.  
Faculty expressed similar issues; their categories included plagiarism, cheating 
will occur, focused on learning, collaboration, resubmit, and location (see Table 13). 
Faculty members explained cheating will persist: “There is always a possibility that this 
will happen but Dr. Matthews has a style which makes cheating unnecessary.” Whereas, 
another member wrote “It probably depends on what the grade in the class means to the 
student.”  Faculty Y’s response reflects several categories from this section: 
I don’t really see how this is any different from the online course. Anything written 
outside of the classroom falls under the same concept as an online course. The 
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student is performing the work away from the instructor. I also think that with the 
resubmission process, after a few submissions and resubmissions the student may 
tire of having to re-do work, so they may turn to cheating to avoid re-doing work 
in the first place.  
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Table 13 
Student and Faculty KWIC Categories for Dr. Matthews’ Questions 
Online Exam Student Key Word “Grade”  Faculty Key Word “Grades” 
    
KWIC Categories Improve grade  Focus on learning 
 Focus on learning  Resubmit for grade 
 No reason to cheat  Less likely 
   Occurs in resubmit process 
    
Online Written Work Student Key Word “Cheat”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories No reason to cheat  Cheat 
 Resubmit  Resubmit to improve 
 Possible Online  Focus on learning 
 Encouraged to improve  Cheat to avoid redo 
 Focus on learning   
 Less likely to cheat   
    
F2F Exam Student Key Word “Grades”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories Improve  Resubmit 
 No need to cheat  Less likely 
 Does not announce grades  No need 
 Focused on learning  Cheating 
   Collaboration 
    
F2F Written Work Student Key Word “Cheat”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories Not necessary  Plagiarism 
 Resubmit  Cheating will occur 
 Less Likely  Focused on learning 
 Improve  Collaboration 
 Location  Resubmit 
 On second attempt   Location 
 Collaborate   
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Cheating Behaviors 
 This next section of results focused on participants replying to open-ended 
questions regarding types of cheating behaviors which could occur in Dr. James’ and Dr. 
Matthews’ online and F2F classes. Similar to the prior qualitative analysis, key words 
were identified (Appendix D), followed by reviewing the key-words-in-context (KWIC) 
to generate additional supporting categories.    
Word Lists. Students and faculty most frequent words focused on students, 
behavior (copying), requirements (tests/papers), and outcomes (cheating) as indicated in 
Table 14. Supporting categories were created from these most frequent words as 
described in the next section.  
James’ Online.  Students addressed many methods for “cheating” when 
responding to dishonest behaviors occurring in Dr. James’ online class. Although many 
students did not explain the word further than writing “cheating”, numerous categories 
were still created on those students who elaborated in their response (see Table 14). Some 
of the more interesting comments consisted of someone else taking an exam, 
collaboration and group testing categories. For instance, one student replied: 
Specific types of dishonest behavior that can occur in Dr. James’ online class is 
cheating on papers, exams, and class discussions using the internet and postings 
from other people in the class. Someone else can also take an exam for another 
person without the professor knowing.  
Other students wrote: “The easiest way to cheat in an online class is to collaborate on 
tests and quizzes, since there is no monitoring that occurs. This is particularly easy in a 
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multiple-choice format.” and “Group cheating, sharing answers, and even having other 
students log in and do your work for you.” 
The most frequent word used by faculty was “copying”; however, in closer 
examination, faculty members addressed concerns of copying through collaboration. 
Their KWIC categories included text and reference materials, students collaborating, tests 
and quizzes, and plagiarize (see Table 14). Faculty determined students would copying 
outside resources such as reference materials, old tests and quizzes and fellow student 
work. One faculty member indicated, “Students copying each others homework or trying 
to obtain homework from former students, and possibly trying to get copies of exams 
from former students as well.” Another faculty member addressed student interactions 
outside of class as “Using papers from others, copying from websites without proper 
referencing, texting between test takers, etc.”  
James’ F2F.  The two most frequent words for Dr. James’ F2F class were “tests” 
for students and “papers” for faculty members. Students described cheating as looking at 
other student answers for tests, plagiarizing papers, and asking others for help on written 
work as indicated in categories located in Table 14. One interesting category was waiting 
for retake as a method for cheating as demonstrated in these examples: “Copying 
homework is the easiest to think of. Of course, some students could call in sick the day of 
an exam and hear from others what was on the test.” Another student wrote, “Students 
may skip a class and re-take a test/written assignment after getting help from a student 
who had already taken the class.”  
Faculty members’ highest used word, “papers,” was reflected in issues regarding 
written work with the following categories: plagiarize, copying, collaborate, purchase, 
 94 
and reusing without permission (see Table 14). One faculty member commented 
“Plagiarism, specifically copying and pasting from the Internet, probably the most 
common. Using technology (especially cell phones) to get answers on tests. In a large 
class, people might even take tests for each other, or write each other’s papers.” Another 
faculty member concurred with the following: “Buying papers, paying other students to 
write papers for them, etc.”  
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Table 14 
Student and Faculty KWIC Categories for Dr. James’ Cheating Behavior Question 
Online Student Key Word “Cheating”  Faculty Key Word “Copying” 
    
KWIC Categories Requirements (papers, exams, 
projects, discussions) 
 Text/reference materials 
 Reusing work  Other students (Collaborate) 
 Plagiarism  Tests/Quizzes 
 Cheat Sheets  Plagiarize 
 Collaboration   
 Someone else take exam   
 Purchase papers   
 Use course materials   
 Use internet information   
 Group Testing   
    
F2F  Student Key Word “Tests”  Faculty Key Word “Papers” 
    
KWIC Categories Use course materials (books, 
notes) 
 Plagiarize 
 Copy neighbor  Copying 
 Collaborate  Technology 
 Cheat sheets  Collaborate 
 Plagiarize  Purchase 
 Share tests  Reusing without permission 
 Lie about personal issues  Codes during tests 
 Reuse papers   
 Use technology   
 Waiting for retake   
 
Matthews’ Online. In Dr. Matthews’ courses, students referenced the word 
“cheating” most in her online class, while faculty members used the word “students” 
most. Categories were generated based on these two frequent words with student 
categories indicating many methods to cheat on requirements, including using various 
resources such as the internet, course materials and other student work (see Table 15). 
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Students wrote, “Online classes make it easy to cheat, the books are right there in front of 
them and no one is there to watch them.” and “The only form of cheating I could see is 
students who need to resubmit work copying of another student who got it right the first 
time.”  
Faculty members had similar points even though their most frequent word was 
“students.” Some of their categories consisted of collaborating, paying someone, using 
multiple computers, and cheating to resubmit (see Table 15). One faculty member 
replied, “Some students, just don’t get it. They still may copy someone’s paper to move 
ahead. They do not learn the importance of conquering the material or subject.” while 
another explained, “paying someone to write papers out of class.” Other faculty 
addressed the issues of working around technology; for instance: 
Two students could take the exam while sitting at adjoining computers and 
collaborate on answers, even if the questions are presented in a different sequence 
and do not allow back-track. Written work will include large patches of words 
directly copied from some online or other source.  
Matthews’ F2F.  The most frequent student term in Dr. Matthews’ F2F response 
was “students” with categories based on individual acts like acting initially confused to 
collaborating (see Table 15). For instance, students suggested, “Getting answers form 
[sic] previous students.” and “Having another student write their papers for them.” While 
many students indicated cheating would not occur due to the classroom environment 
(“none…students are given more than one opportunity to succeed [sic]”), other 
participants indicated otherwise: “Students may give illusion they do not grasp concepts 
at beginning of semester and display competence by semester’s end, purposely.”  
 97 
Faculty members also had “students” as their most frequent word with a 
collaboration category. Other faculty categories included electronic devices and 
plagiarism (see Table 15). For instance, one faculty shared, “Copying another person’s 
work, using electronic devices by oneself or in conjunction with other students.” Another 
faculty participant explained, “To show improvement, students would probably parrot 
something someone else wrote hoping they could convince Dr M [sic] that they were 
really learning. After awhile, they will figure out what will work.”  
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Table 15 
Student and Faculty KWIC Categories for Dr. Matthews’ Cheating Behavior Question 
Online Student Key Word “Cheating”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories Requirement (exams, 
discussions) 
 Cheating is not as likely 
 Use internet  Plagiarize 
 Make up bibliography  Copy from other students 
 Use someone else’s work  Cheat 
 Someone else take exam  Cheat to avoid resubmit 
 Cheat on resubmit  Collaborate 
 Plagiarism  Multiple students/computers 
 Use course materials  Pay someone 
 Cheat sheets   
    
F2F  Student Key Word “Students”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories Cheat on resubmit  Plagiarism 
 Requirements (exams, written)  Collaborate 
 Make up bibliography  Copy 
 Collaborate  Electronic devices 
 Cheat sheets  Someone else 
 Neighbors   
 Reuse papers   
 Minimal   
 Someone else does the work   
 Old tests   
 Plagiarize   
 Illusions of confusion   
 
Minimizing Cheating  
 In an attempt to understand student and faculty perspectives on cheating, both sets 
of participants answered open-ended questions indicating methods for minimizing 
academically dishonest behaviors. 
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Word Lists. Students and faculty most frequent word addressed “students” but 
also included testing words (Questions, Test, and Exams). Based on the word list (see 
Table 16), attempts to minimize cheating are based on students and tests. As a result, it 
was necessary to examine these words in context to better address how to minimize 
academically dishonest behaviors.  
James’ Online. In response to minimizing cheating in Dr. James’ online class, 
students used the word “questions” the most and faculty used “exams.” KWIC categories 
from the word “questions” resulted in changing questions, using multiple versions and 
timed tests (see Table 16). Students suggested using different questions or exams, having 
a huge pool of questions, and allowing more open-ended questions, particularly ones 
using supported opinions as methods for controlling cheating. One student explained: 
I feel that she should already assume that the test will be considered an open book 
class and make the time limit shorter and questions harder, leaving students that 
have actually studied and know the material plenty of time to answer questions 
compared to the students that have to look up every answer. 
Another student wrote, “Mixing up the questions on exams so no two people have the 
exact same test. Making homework based on opinions so it makes the student think and 
not copy and paste.” A third student participant suggested, “Maybe give different 
questions on the exam fr [sic] each student. Possibly give different topics for a written 
exam and then give a different questions without the student knowing at first what they 
will be writing on.” 
Faculty categories had similarities to students but also included plagiarism scans. 
Many faculty also indicated online exams should be proctored or taken in a monitored 
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situation on campus (see Table 16). Faculty were similar to student comments such as 
this faculty member’s explanation, “Tests must be structured in such a way as to 
eliminate as many variables as possible. For example [sic] every student receives a 
different set of questions for each exam. time [sic] limit the test to limit cheating.” 
Another member advised, “Having a large pool of applied questions, having a variety of 
questions other than true/false and multiple choice, requesting a writing sample at the 
beginning of class, having the exam proctored.” 
James’ F2F. Students used the word “test” the most in minimizing cheating in 
Dr. James’ F2F class. The categories determined for the word “test” included vigilant, 
explain policies, classroom arrangements, and creating different tests and questions (see 
Table 16). Students suggested Dr. James’ closely monitor the classroom and have 
assigned seats and/or separation between student seating. Two student examples using the 
word “test” include: “During tests especially, students should be spread out so there [sic] 
they are not able to look at other students’ papers.” and “with face-to-face classes, she 
can minimize cheating simply by employing good skills as a teacher, such as proximity 
control and also have assorted tests to give students at the same time.” Another student 
related a personal experience: 
I like when teachers make different color tests and make srue [sic] every other 
person has a different test. In all realness they are the same test, the questions are 
jsut [sic] mixed around : ) It makes you feel safe and puts the option of cheating 
out the window. 
Faculty wrote the word “students” most frequently for minimizing cheating in Dr. 
James’ F2F class. Again faculty categories were similar to the student categories with a 
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few exceptions. Faculty indicated creating group work and as one participant wrote “Stop 
announcing the the [sic] scores of students.” to the students as other methods to minimize 
academically dishonest behaviors (see Table 16). For instance, “Eliminate quizzes and 
create group projects in which each student earns a separate grade for his or her work but 
has the opportunity to collaborate with team members for learning purposes.” Another 
faculty explained the importance of addressing cheating policies, “Same as online, but 
also stressing her views on cheating. Studies show that teachers who express their views 
on cheating to students, do prevent some cheating.” 
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Table 16 
Student and Faculty KWIC Categories for Dr. James’ Minimize Cheating Question 
Online Student Key Word “Questions”  Faculty Key Word “Exams” 
    
KWIC Categories Randomize topics among 
students 
 Proctored 
 Change questions regularly  Writing sample 
 Level of difficulty  Pool of questions 
 Open book  Randomize questions 
 Timed  Time limits 
 Encouragement  Plagiarism scans 
 Pool of questions  Personal assignments 
 Multiple versions  Increase difficulty 
 Use opinion based responses  Generate new exams 
   Expect open-book 
    
F2F  Student Key Word “Test”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories Vigilant  Include policy in syllabus and 
discuss 
 Different tests  Ban electronic devices 
 Different questions  Explain collaboration 
 Written in class work  Vigilant 
 Plagiarism scans  Create group work 
 Classroom arrangements 
(spacing, assigned seats, no 
leaving, turn in phones) 
 Plagiarism scan 
 Explain cheating and 
consequences 
 Space between students 
 Change assignment regularly  Multiple versions 
   Not announcing grades 
 
Matthews’ Online. Students and faculty members used the word “students” the 
most for both Dr. Matthews’ online and F2F classes. Some of the categories for the word 
“students” as used by students for Dr. Matthews’ online class ranged from proctored tests 
to allowing open book exams. Students also recommended not allowing full credit for 
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resubmitted work (see Table 17). One student suggested, “Limit studets [sic] chances on 
resubmitting assignments. Also, instead of giving full points back, maybe make it so 
students get partial credit back.” Another student wrote “Have students take the test in 
monitored rooms.” and similar to Dr. James’ online class, a student explained: “Assign 
different forms of the test to each student. For example, she could have three or four 
different tests that assess [sic] the same material (e.g. Test A, B, and C)” Timing was also 
another factor in controlling online testing as described in this example: 
Dr. Matthews could limit the amount of time students have to complete quizzes 
and exams so they don’t have a lot of time to cheat. I think Dr. Matthews is already 
doing a good job of making it so students aren’t urged to cheat. 
Although faculty also had “student” as the top word, faculty members focused on 
assignment design and establishing course standards (see Table 17). For instance, one 
faculty member wrote, “When students are allowed to expand on their previous answers 
an additional concept could be added to assure the student would provide their own 
thoughts.” Another faculty participant recommended, “Fully explaining the cheating 
policy and enforcing it when cheating is found.”  
Matthews’ F2F. In responding to Dr. Matthews’ F2F classes, students used the 
word “students” again and from the KWIC analysis resulted in similar categories as Dr. 
Matthews’ online class. For instance, categories included explaining and enforcing 
cheating policies and providing partial credit on resubmitted work (see Table 17). 
Additionally, categories similar to Dr. James’ F2F class were repeated; such as, using 
different test versions and monitoring the classroom as demonstrated in the following 
three responses: “Dr. Matthews could make sure to give out different forms of quizzes 
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and exams so students cannot get the answers from another student that has already taken 
a quiz or exam.”; “The students need to somehow demonstrate in-class their knowledge 
of difficult concepts. This way the teacher can see the students effort and progress, and 
know that they didn’t just go home and copy the answers from someone else.” and “She 
could not only enforce a not cheating policy, but also she could teach students how to not 
cheat.” 
 Faculty also using the word “students” had the following categories: using 
tutorials, learning contracts, generating multiple versions, and offering multiple methods 
for assignments (see Table 17). For instance, one faculty member advised, “Giving 
students options. For example on a 20 question quiz, I sometimes let students chose 
odd/even questions to answer. Give then choices in questions fo [sic] written work.” 
Another member wrote, “multiple test versions, having students complete an anti-
plagiarism tutorial.” Another faculty member recommended, “She could implement an 
individual contract with every student, emphasizing honest effort and clearly defining 
consequences for any dishonesty.” 
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Table 17 
Student and Faculty KWIC Categories for Dr. Matthews’ Minimize Cheating Question 
Online Student Key Word “Students”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories Plagiarism scan  Encouragement 
 Time test  Explain cheating policy 
 Change resubmitted 
version/requirement 
 Pre-evaluation of work 
 Discus syllabus guidelines and 
enforce consequences 
 Same problem from different 
angle 
 Different tests  Vigilant 
 Check sources  Customize to student 
 Order of questions  Timed tests 
 Proctored  Expect open-book 
 Allow open book/notes   
 Provide partial credit on 
resubmit 
  
 Allow collaboration   
 Assignment Options   
    
F2F  Student Key Word “Students”  Faculty Key Word “Students” 
    
KWIC Categories Different topics/versions  Multiple test versions 
 Plagiarism scan  Anti-plagiarism tutorial 
 Spacing between students  Learning contracts 
 Establish and enforce cheating 
consequences 
 Items under desk 
 Complete papers in class  Present work 
 Vigilant  Unique assignments 
 Timed tests  Allow options 
 Change requirements regularly   
 Student specific assignments   
 Partial credit on resubmit   
 Allow collaboration   
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Emerging Themes 
 Each student and faculty response identified in the most frequent word was read 
and coded to the KWIC categories indicated in the prior James’ and Matthews’ sections. 
To continue the analysis for emerging themes, patterns between categories were used to 
generate subgroups followed by a final similarity review to create core elements (Bernard 
& Ryan, 2010). Emergent themes were representative of either individual or combined 
core elements and are explained in the next section.  
Subgroups. As previously explained, the most frequent word was determined for 
each open-ended question. From these words, the corresponding responses were read and 
categorized using the KWIC method (Bernard & Ryan, 2010). After generating over 200 
categories from the student and faculty comments, the categories were separated and 
placed in piles based on similarities and redundancy to create subgroups. For instance, 
collaboration was a frequently used category and generated a subgroup referencing either 
the word collaboration or behaviors indicating collaboration; such as, share tests, group 
testing and waiting for retake categories, etc. Other subgroups created were: assignment 
options, cheating, different tests and questions, discuss guidelines, focus on learning, 
grades announced, location, not likely, plagiarism, resubmit, timed tests, vigilance, and 
want good grades. Figure 2 is an example of some of the KWIC categories used to create 
the plagiarism and cheating subgroups.   
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Figure 2 An example of KWIC categories combined to create subgroups followed by 
core elements. The first row of boxes represents example categories from the KWIC. The 
second row of boxes are two example subgroups created from the categories. The last 
box is an example of a core element generated from the subgroup piles.  
Core Elements. Next, the subgroups were further reviewed for additional patterns 
which lead to the following core elements: cheating, collaborate, location, mastery, not 
likely, performance, and vigilance. For example, many KWIC categories generated were 
based on identifying examples of cheating and issues of plagiarism. Since there was a 
substantial number of plagiarism categories plus other cheating behaviors, a subgroup 
was created for both plagiarism and cheating. In further reduction, cheating and 
plagiarism were combined to maintain the cheating core element since plagiarism is a 
form of cheating (see Figure 2). 
Grade subgroups were also combined to create a performance element which 
included grades announced and want good grades as was mastery created from focus on 
learning and resubmit. Lastly, vigilance included assignment options, different tests and 
questions, discuss guidelines, timed tests and vigilance, all components for a facilitator to 
maintain vigilance in a classroom. 
Cheating 
Plagiarism 
Plagiarism Internet 
Cheating 
Electronic 
Devices 
Old Tests 
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Figure 3 An example of the emergent theme process which includes the progression of 
KWIC categories to subgroups, core elements and lastly, the final theme. The first line is 
an example of two elements used to create the theme. Within each core element are 
subgroups and their corresponding KWIC categories.   
Themes. With the original KWIC categories sorted to a final seven core elements 
piles, the following five themes emerged: 1. Students anticipate cheating more in a 
performance-oriented course, 2. Faculty anticipated cheating more than students, 3. 
Cheating happens out of the professor’s view, 4. Cheating is a group effort and 5. Faculty 
should plan for cheating and be vigilant (see Figure 3 for an example of an emergent 
theme).  
The first two themes were based on three core elements: performance, mastery 
and not likely. The performance element included focus on grades and grades are 
announced as subgroups. A few examples of the KWIC categories from these subgroups 
were achieving grades and want good grades. On the contrary, the mastery core element 
included two subgroups: focus on learning and resubmit. There were several KWIC 
categories which included a separation among improving (students) and cheating on 
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resubmit (faculty). Additionally, the third core element, not likely, further supported the 
student’s perspective where cheating was not likely to occur in a mastery-oriented course. 
Subsequently, the first theme was a result of students focused on cheating in a 
performance-oriented course whereas the second theme was a result of faculty 
anticipating cheating in both learning environments and thus, more than students (see 
Appendix E).  
Students anticipate cheating more in a performance-oriented course. Students 
accounted for the professors’ focus on either grades or learning outcomes as indicated in 
the separation of the corresponding categories (e.g., focus on grades versus focus on 
learning). Furthermore, students suggested avoiding the announcement of grade 
distributions as a method for minimizing cheating. Students also directed their concerns 
to achieving a “good grade” when having a professor focused on grades. For example, 
one student described “I think there is such a great emphasis on getting good grades that 
students do what ever they can when it comes to tests” reflecting the performance 
element. In comparison, the mastery element was represented by the following student 
response, “Students will not be pressured to ‘get the grade, no matter what’ with the 
retake options.” 
Faculty anticipated cheating more than students. While both students and 
faculty perceived cheating occurring in the performance-oriented classes, faculty also 
maintained similar concerns with the mastery-oriented courses as one faculty member 
explained “Students may plagerize [sic] to avoid having to re-do written work.” On the 
contrary, some faculty and most students explained the benefits of a mastery-oriented 
classroom and determined those factors would minimize the likelihood of cheating. 
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While some faculty shared similar points with the students, other faculty saw these same 
factors (e.g., resubmit) as additional opportunities for academically dishonest behaviors. 
For instance, one member replied: 
The instructor is creating a good environment and students can resubmit work for 
a better grade. So students may be more inclined to try the exam on their own 
first. However, if the grade is poor the student could be motivated to cheat the 
second time around.  
In fact, both students and faculty later proposed changes to the resubmit option as one 
approach to limiting cheating. As indicated previously in the quantitative section, faculty 
also anticipated cheating more than students in the MANOVA results. 
 Cheating happens out of the professor’s view. The next theme was created from 
the location and cheating core elements. Students and faculty acknowledged location by 
explaining where cheating happens. In addition, the cheating pile entailed various 
cheating behaviors some of which were similar to the behavior in the checklist provided 
in the quantitative portion of the study (e.g., reuse papers and make up bibliography).  
Furthermore, plagiarism accounted for a portion of the cheating pile. After reviewing 
location and cheating, the theme cheating happens out of the professor’s view was 
generated. 
Location (F2F and online course formats) and cheating core elements were 
evaluated to determine if there was an impact on cheating in one environment over the 
other. Analysis indicated that the factor was not the course format alone, but the 
requirement within the course format. For example, while cheating should be expected in 
an online class, papers submitted electronically can be more difficult to cheat on than 
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exams. Students shared, “If she has really hard tests and it’s online people are more likely 
to cheat so they get a better grade. It’s easier to cheat in an online class.” and “The 
internet makes it easy for students to work with others however, I find it more difficult to 
cheat on a paper.” Conversely, in a F2F class, cheating was anticipated as occurring in 
any out-of-class assessments including writing assignments: “It is more likely that 
students will cheat because it is easier to cheat on assignments outside of class. Students 
can easily get old research papers from other students who have completed the course.” 
Plagiarism scans and varied testing strategies were regularly referenced in the KWIC 
categories for minimizing cheating even though cheating on exams in a F2F class (e.g., 
“Harder to cheat if the instructor is right in front of you”) and on papers online could be 
considered difficult.     
The final two themes are based on the individual core elements: collaborate and 
vigilance. The collaborate element consisted of the word collaborate used in both student 
and faculty responses. Additionally, this pile included behaviors that required the active 
participation of another individual, such as, sharing tests and multiple 
students/computers. The other core element, vigilance, was also comprised of the 
categories by both students and faculty and also include other factors including changing 
assignments regularly, creating different tests and questions, using classroom 
arrangements like spacing between students, and verifying sources. 
 Cheating is a group effort. Students and faculty acknowledged that cheating is a 
collaborative effort. They also recommended making more requirements a group effort 
and creating assignment options to avoid students collaborating without permission. 
Furthermore, many of the categories within the “collaborate” element still relied on a 
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form of working with another individual. For instance, group testing, waiting for retake 
and using someone else’s work, all involved another participating individual assisting the 
potential cheater. One faculty member wrote “Multiple students doing work or taking 
exams jointly” which was similar to this student’s response, “The students can network to 
work together by giving each other answers during the test and assignments.”  
 Faculty should plan for cheating and be vigilant. Students and faculty were able 
to generate many methods for cheating and approaches for minimizing academically 
dishonest behaviors. As established with categories in the vigilant core element, 
professors could reduce cheating by explaining what constitutes cheating and then 
enforce the consequences. Additionally, professors should generate various assignment 
options and tests to minimize collaborating or expect and allow collaboration to occur. 
One student explained “Being aware of grouping could minimize cheating” and another 
wrote, “Sit students away from each other during exams. Take writing samples from each 
student on the first day of class.” Faculty also recommended “different tests, spacing 
between students, collecting phones, books, etc.” and “Disallow outside electronic 
devices, use multiple versions of exams so students don’t get the same one and copying 
becomes more difficult, use essay and short answer format vs multiple choice, true false 
etc.” Lastly, if professors wish to limit cheating in their courses, they must reflect a sense 
of encouragement and awareness in their students’ to foster mastery-oriented behaviors 
(e.g. “Create unique assignments that can’t be taken from pre-existing sources.”). 
The qualitative analysis was used to support the quantitative results by creating a 
participant voice to the outcomes in this study. As indicated in the behavior checklist, 
regressions, MANOVA, and qualitative themes, differences were reported between 
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students and faculty, mastery- and performance-oriented classrooms and online and F2F 
course formats. For instance, the qualitative theme “faculty anticipated cheating more 
than students” was also reflected in the quantitative analysis using the behavior checklist, 
regressions, and MANOVA (see Table 18).   
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Table 18 
Comparison of Qualitative and Quantitative Findings 
Theme Checklist Regression MANOVA 
Faculty anticipated 
cheating more than 
students.  
Faculty indicated the 12 
behaviors as cheating 
more than students. 
Although results 
accounted for a small 
amount of variance, 
faculty findings were 
greater than students. 
Faculty expected 
cheating more in both 
course format (online 
and F2F) and by 
professor motivation 
orientation (mastery- 
and performance) than 
students. 
Cheating happens out of 
the professor’s view. 
Many of the 12 checklist 
behaviors are actions 
occurring outside of the 
professor’s view; such 
as: 
 Reusing papers 
written for another 
class 
 Getting questions or 
answers from 
someone who has 
already taken a test 
 Turning in work done 
by someone else 
 
  
Cheating is a group 
effort.  
Several of the 12 
checklist behaviors are 
actions requiring more 
than one participating 
individual; such as: 
 Getting questions or 
answers from 
someone who has 
already taken a test 
 Having someone else 
take an examination 
for you or taking an 
examination for them 
 Turning in work done 
by someone else 
 Writing or providing 
a paper for someone 
else 
 
  
Faculty should plan for 
cheating and be vigilant.  
Both students and 
faculty acknowledged 
the 12 behaviors from 
the checklist as 
academically dishonest 
behaviors in both course 
formats.  
A motivational variable 
for students and faculty 
predicted the likelihood 
of cheating in course 
context (mastery and 
performance) and course 
format (online and F2F). 
Faculty anticipated the 
likelihood of cheating 
suggesting awareness of 
issue. 
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Summary 
Students and faculty identified a list of academically dishonest behaviors as 
cheating in both online and F2F learning environments. Moreover, faculty acknowledged 
the likelihood of cheating more often than students. In fact, a corresponding theme, 
faculty anticipated cheating more than students, was generated from the qualitative 
material. There are methods for minimizing students’ desire to cheat which include the 
facilitator’s motivation orientation. Even more important is the professor’s diligence by 
setting clear expectations, providing necessary guidance and generating multiple and 
varied types of assessments as indicated by the faculty should plan for cheating and be 
vigilant theme.  
 
 116 
CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
 The aim of this study was to examine academically dishonest behaviors through 
student and faculty perceptions. Furthermore, with technological advances, more online 
courses and tools are available presenting additional challenges to facilitators. 
Consequently, data from this research was used to better understand learning 
environments and the impact of achievement motivation on cheating.  
 After analysis from the three research questions, results indicated students and 
faculty identified cheating behaviors in both online and F2F learning formats. Regression 
analysis also indicated student and faculty’s own achievement motivation predicted the 
perception of cheating occurring in course context. Additionally, faculty expected 
cheating to occur more than students in the two vignettes which incorporated mastery- 
and performance-oriented motivation and online and F2F learning environments. To 
further clarify these perspectives, qualitative analysis was used to discover five emerging 
themes: 1. Students anticipate cheating more in a performance-oriented course; 2. Faculty 
anticipated cheating more than students; 3. Cheating happens out of the professor’s view; 
4. Cheating is a group effort; 5. Faculty should plan for cheating and be vigilant. These 
quantitative and qualitative outcomes are considered further with a discussion of current 
literature, educational implications, and the future of cheating research. 
Learning Environments 
 First, it was necessary to understand whether students and faculty would classify 
behaviors as cheating and in what type of learning environment. As anticipated from the 
literature review and indicated in the analysis, faculty identified each of the 12 behaviors 
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from the checklist as dishonest more than students. This type of division is also noted in 
Whitley and Keith-Spiegel’s (2002) review of student and faculty beliefs on cheating 
where they also determined faculty “view more behaviors as dishonest” (p. 18) than 
students. Furthermore, a majority of students and faculty acknowledged the 12 behaviors 
as academically dishonest in both online and F2F classrooms. However, a few important 
behaviors were indicated as academically dishonest in one specific environment by a 
smaller but significant portion of participants.  
Online. One of the behavior discrepancies was with students and faculty 
indicating “having someone else take an examination for you” as cheating more in an 
online platform than in a F2F classroom. Furthermore, a similar percentage of students 
also initially indicated this same behavior as not cheating at all which was later reduced 
in the repeated checklist. Students may not see another person taking an exam for a 
student as a form of cheating in a F2F classroom due to the immediate risks with 
professor contact making the behavior unlikely. As explained in the “cheating happens 
out of the professor’s view” qualitative theme, many participants acknowledged the lack 
of visibility in an online class; thus, potentially making it easier for a student to have 
someone else complete his/her online test than in a F2F classroom with direct professor 
contact. Garavalia et al. (2007) had a similar point, “The problem is that the offsite nature 
of web-based work reduces or eliminates and instructor’s ability to monitor the use of 
unauthorized resources and the independent completion of work” (p. 45).  
 F2F. The second interesting point followed the same pattern but with participants 
separating F2F class behaviors from the online format. For example, students indicated 
the behavior of “copying from another student during an examination” as cheating more 
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in a F2F situation compared to an online course. Faculty also had a similar result and this 
premise was supported by qualitative comments from participants. For instance, students 
were aware of the consequences of copying from another student in a F2F class and 
considered it cheating but they also believed collaboration should be anticipated in an 
online class with a sense of “anything goes.” These indicated risks were consistent with 
Murdock and Anderman’s (2006) discussion regarding the costs of being caught and how 
the cheater would be perceived by others. They explained “These costs are not only the 
direct costs of being caught and punished, but the psychological costs that come from 
being seen, or seeing oneself, as a person who does something unethical” (Murdock & 
Anderman, 2006, p. 138).  
Another checklist behavior consistent with Murdock and Anderman’s (2006) 
discussion on costs was “using unpermitted crib notes during a test.” Initially, students 
considered this behavior as academically dishonest in a F2F course when comparing the 
course format only options. Similar to the prior section, students expect open-book and 
notes in online testing and thus may have categorized “using unpermitted crib notes 
during a test” as a F2F issue only. However, this percentage was later reduced in the 
second checklist, thus, increasing the already majority “cheating online and F2F” option.  
 Not Cheating. There was one other important, but smaller find with the cheating 
checklists: some students and faculty labeled two behaviors as not cheating. These two 
behaviors were “reusing papers written for another class without the professor’s 
permission” and “using a false excuse to obtain an extension on a due date or take a test 
at a different time.” These particular behaviors may not be considered as severe as 
turning in someone else’s work thus resulting in these responses. For instance, Yardley et 
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al. (2009) found students did not indicate reusing a paper written for another class as 
severe, with some students explaining it was their own work to be used as they wished. 
Yardley et al. (2009) also explained making up medical or other excuses to get extended 
time on homework or test as a relatively severe behavior but not as significant as having 
someone else take an examination for another student. In the current study, severity of 
each behavior was not researched, however with the separation of reusing papers and 
false excuses between “cheating in both online and F2F” to “not cheating” indicates some 
students and faculty would classify these behaviors as less pressing concerns.  
Gender 
Although gender has inconsistent results in the academic cheating literature 
(Miller et al., 2007), in this study, females anticipated cheating more than males. 
Specifically, females expected academically dishonest behaviors in a performance-
oriented class and in F2F courses. Moreover, female faculty anticipated cheating more 
than male students in a performance-oriented class and more than female students for a 
mastery-oriented class. Additionally, female faculty expected more academically 
dishonest behaviors than female students in both online and F2F learning environments. 
In Rettinger et al.’s (2004) study, females also indicated a student was less likely to cheat 
when intrinsically motivated for a course than a student extrinsically motivated. Rettinger 
et al. (2004) also noted “In contrast, for males, the effect of motivation depended on 
competence” (p. 886). For instance, males anticipated a student would cheat when grade 
oriented (regardless of ability) and would only cheat based on the student’s ability when 
learning oriented (Rettinger et al., 2004). While gender may provide some insight on 
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academic dishonesty, a better explanation to cheating would be concentrating on 
achievement motivation for faculty and students.   
Achievement Motivation 
Another aspect of this study was to determine whether motivation orientation 
would impact student and faculty responses to cheating. Although small, regression 
analysis indicated student and faculty personal motivation orientation can predict the 
perception of cheating based on course context and learning environment. Consistent 
with the checklist analysis, MANOVA results also indicated faculty anticipated cheating 
more often than students in both online and F2F classroom environments. Furthermore, 
faculty expected academically dishonest behaviors in both performance- and mastery-
oriented courses than students. Qualitative data was similar with faculty anticipating 
cheating behaviors regardless of learning environment (online and F2F) and course 
structure (mastery and performance) as reflected in the “Faculty anticipated cheating 
more than students” theme.  
Vignettes. The current study used several materials similar to prior studies; 
including Rettinger et al. (2004), Rettinger and Kramer (2009) and Murdock et al. (2007).  
For example, Rettinger et al.’s (2004) research materials included vignettes, LOGO II, 
and a list of behaviors to assess cheating with achievement motivation. Based on their 
research, students anticipated cheating more in the extrinsically motivated scenario than 
the intrinsic vignette (Rettinger et al., 2004). This finding was similar to the present 
study’s qualitative data where students indicated the importance of grades and 
maintaining grades to appear competent during the grade distribution announcement in 
the performance-oriented class. Students also expressed the performance-oriented 
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environment would increase the likelihood of cheating over a mastery-oriented learning 
format. These perspectives were reflected in the qualitative theme, “Students anticipate 
cheating more in a performance-oriented course.” 
Another important and similar study was Rettinger and Kramer’s (2009) research 
which included a list of cheating behaviors, the LOGO II and questionnaires regarding 
neutralizing attitudes. Over 70% of their participants indicated having cheated at least 
once and were identified as extrinsically oriented, aware of cheating and used 
neutralizing attitudes (e.g., no one else is hurt if I cheat) to justify behaviors (Rettinger & 
Kramer, 2009, p. 299). Rettinger and Kramer (2009) also provided participants with 
vignettes manipulating intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and situation variables (e.g., 
paper versus exam, give versus receive illicit materials and many versus no one 
cheating). Rettinger and Kramer (2009) determined students who were more extrinsically 
motivated are more likely to cheat. Additionally, plagiarism was more likely to occur 
than cheating on an exam as “plagiarism often happens behind closed doors” (Rettinger 
& Kramer, 2009, p. 309). This point was replicated in the current study as students 
recognized cheating would occur away from the professor and would more likely occur 
in a performance-oriented classroom where students are focused on a grade rather than 
learning. This premise is supported with the qualitative “Cheating happens out of the 
professor’s view” theme. Murdock et al. (2007) also used vignettes and had similar 
findings with cheating as a more likely occurrence in performance-oriented classroom 
and in classes with poor pedagogy (Murdock et al., 2007).  
Similarly, Jordan (2001) explained “mastery and extrinsic motivation do not 
appear to be uniform across all courses, and this variability is related to cheating” (p. 
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243). Jordan (2001) determined students cheated in a course where they were 
extrinsically motived and at the same time had a decrease in mastery motivation. He also 
explained motivation was course specific with the same extrinsically motivated students 
demonstrating mastery-oriented motivation when not participating in academically 
dishonest behaviors (Jordan, 2001). In fact, “in courses in which cheaters did not cheat, 
cheater and noncheater scores were not reliably different” (Jordan, 2001, p.243). In the 
current study, students indicated that the option to resubmit requirements in a mastery-
oriented course would lessen the likelihood of cheating, a claim echoed by Whitley and 
Keith-Spiegel (2002). They explain: 
Allowing students the opportunity to be retested on material (using new 
questions) and redo assignments reduces performance anxiety because students 
know that if they perform poorly because of illness or other handicapping factors 
they will have the opportunity to show what they really know. (p. 67) 
While some faculty concurred with the resubmission process in the current study, others 
felt this would provide a chance for students to cheat as reflected in the qualitative theme 
“Faculty anticipated cheating more than students” which included mastery-oriented 
courses. This point is also reflected in the quantitative results with faculty expecting 
cheating even in a mastery-oriented vignette where students could resubmit work.  
The findings from the current research also support Murdock and Anderman’s 
(2006) framework on cheating which contains performance-oriented goals, ability and 
desire to appear competent, and the costs associated with cheating. Results from the 
current study reflect how a performance-oriented classroom may influence students to 
cheat. Additionally, students identified the need to earn a grade to avoid embarrassment 
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among classmates and also considered the risks involved when cheating under particular 
circumstances (e.g., exams in F2F). 
 The regression analyses conducted determined the relationship between 
motivation orientation using the LOGO II and LOGO F with student and faculty 
responses to academic dishonesty in the vignettes. Students had a smaller portion of 
variance explained with the learning material factor predicting cheating in performance- 
and mastery-oriented classes and F2F course format. The learning material factor 
consisted of students learning material and integrating the information outside of class. 
This factor also included evaluation and grading as an aid for working toward a goal. As 
a result, students who had an emphasis with mastery learning predicted cheating in course 
structure (mastery and performance) and in F2F classes.   
In comparison, the faculty data indicated the grade-oriented factor explained a 
small portion of variance in the mastery-oriented, online and F2F classroom contexts. 
This factor comprises a facilitator’s focus on stringent student grading and encouraging 
students to also work toward “good grades.” Thus, faculty who had performance-oriented 
tendencies predicted cheating in three of the four contexts. Perhaps, faculty follow similar 
student trends where performance-oriented students anticipate cheating behaviors more 
as a result of focusing on grades than learning.  
Minimize Cheating 
Recent literature supports many of the findings from the current study. For 
instance, Lang (2013) shared his experience, extensive research review and several case 
studies to explain five factors which could reduce cheating. These factors are consistent 
with premises from the current study. First, Lang (2013) recommended courses should be 
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structured to improve intrinsic motivation within students. He explained faculty members 
should create assessments where students have unique real-life learning situations where 
they can increase the personal value of learning (Lang, 2013). Moreover, Lang (2013) 
addressed the significance of a mastery-oriented classroom where students may select the 
type of assessments they complete to demonstrate their learning of each course objective. 
This could include some students’ writing papers while others complete exams to meet an 
objective (Lang, 2013). In essence, students create a personal learning experience 
lessening the likelihood of cheating and increasing a personalized sense of education for 
each student in class.  
Lang’s (2013) third factor was providing students with more opportunities to 
rehearse the material they are learning. Rather than trying to cheat through one 
assessment, students learn the material to be successful through multiple assessments 
(Lang, 2013). By providing more low-stake assessments in preparing for high-stake 
testing, students do not feel the same pressure for achieving a grade. Next, it is important 
for students to have a realistic sense of their self-efficacy to avoid over or 
underestimating their abilities. Lang (2013) explains faculty should provide specific 
study strategies to be successful and several low-stake assessments with feedback in 
preparation for high-stakes assessments. This method will allow students a better 
awareness of their abilities and improve their study strategies. Lastly, Lang (2013) 
explains the significance of speaking to students about academically dishonest behaviors. 
A point supported by McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield’s (1999) work on the importance 
of honor codes as part of the student culture and the need to clarify course policies and 
guidelines in colleges without honor codes.  
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Several of Lang’s (2013) suggestions were consistent with the current quantitative 
and qualitative results as well. For example, “Students anticipate cheating more in a 
performance-oriented class” suggests the need to create a more mastery-oriented 
environment. Students and faculty also recommended creating unique experiences for the 
learner by using varied assessments and assignments applicable to real world situations. 
Another theme from the current study, “Faculty should plan for cheating and be vigilant” 
included explaining cheating and consequences to students to ensure mutual 
understanding. As noted in this study, students and faculty were not completely aligned 
in terms of cheating behaviors from the checklist demonstrating a difference in 
awareness. Using Lang’s (2013) suggestion with more personalized assignments and 
weekly quizzes would create the need for students to rehearse more, focus on mastery of 
the material and minimize the need to work in a group; thus potentially minimizing 
behaviors associated with the theme “cheating is a group effort.” 
Personal Experience  
 The current study was particularly interesting to me as a college facilitator for 
both online and face-to-face courses. Through this research, I found several particular 
themes as valuable. First, I never realized how cheating was a group effort and 
“collaboration” was a widely known practice. In prior classes, I had students who had 
some type of relationship with a fellow student; for instance, significant others, 
mother/daughter, sisters, brother/sister, close friends, and teammates. I have also 
experienced students with relationships in different sections of my course but are 
registered together in another course where the relationship is not as obvious. The 
difference between these learners and other classmates is the immediate connections the 
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“relationship” students have with one another whereas the other learners start out as 
acquaintances with their fellow students. This established bond creates an interesting 
factor within the classroom and could lead to more opportunities for cheating as 
supported by Whitley and Keith-Spiegel (2002) and McCabe and Trevino (1996).  
The other theme consistent with my experience is that I am aware cheating 
happens and am vigilant in both classroom formats. For instance, I use software to 
monitor work submitted, distribute different versions of tests, appropriately space 
students and require removal of all items from the testing space. I have also reviewed the 
importance of citing work, offered guidance with meeting formatting guidelines, and 
provided campus resources. Furthermore, I agree with mastery-oriented methods of 
learning and encourage students be active in their own learning by creating assignments 
unique to them (e.g., Locate and interview two campus resources which will aid in your 
academic success). Even with these factors in place, I have found students cheating in 
both online and F2F learning environments. For me, this research has created better 
insight into the discrepancies between student and facilitator and methods for decreasing 
cheating behaviors.  
Keith-Spiegel et al. (1998) explained potential reasons for facilitators not 
reporting cheating that included anxiety and concerns of student retaliation when making 
an accusation. I concur; even with all the supporting facts to support an academic 
dishonesty claim, student responses can vary and require a delicate approach to the 
matter. Also in my experience, the course format will affect the method of addressing the 
student; particularly with the less physical contact from an online course. Even with 
guidelines in place and numerous discussions on academic integrity, new technology will 
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continue to emerge making cheating methods easier. For instance, rather than worrying 
about students taking pictures with their cell phones, soon they will be able to use Google 
Glass, a wearable device with a camera and display in the lens to access classroom videos 
and the internet.  
Technology and the Future of Cheating 
Finding methods to cheat can be easily done through a quick search on YouTube, 
a popular video site where any subscriber can upload personally created videos. For 
instance, one subscriber, HouseholdHacker (2008), explains in under a minute and half 
how to make a paper longer simply by changing the font size of “the period” from 12 to 
14 which will increase a 6-page paper to 7 pages without making a noticeable difference. 
HouseholdHacker (2009) also offers other interesting and short videos on how to cheat 
on tests, including hiding notes inside an inkwell of a pen (which was completed in under 
three minutes).   
While YouTube has increased access to cheating methods, Google Glass will 
bring the internet within the reach of a student’s eye. As Bercovici (2012) explains, the 
current prototype is noticeable; but with the advancement of technology, he expects that 
regular looking glasses will soon be made with the same capabilities. Wearable 
technology may be the trend in academic cheating. Students with Google Glass will have 
access to a small hidden camera, microphone, and tiny display which can be seen within 
their field of vision without obstruction (Rivington, 2013). Additionally, the frames work 
with verbal commands and gestures. Currently, Glass features a light when filming or 
pictures are taken to indicate the apparatus is in use. Rivington (2013) also explained that 
Google is developing a Glass which will work with prescription lenses. Bercovici (2012) 
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explains “It’s the future of cheating. And the educators of today had better start thinking 
now about how they’re going to handle it” (para. 7). As technology continues to improve 
and meet individual needs better with easier access, education must also expand efforts in 
creating unique learning experiences.  
Educational Implications 
Changes are needed to inspire more learning and less cheating. Even as 
technology continues to advance, these opportunities should be credited as learning tools 
in comprehending course materials to use in real world settings rather than mechanisms 
for academically dishonest behaviors. As such, participants in the educational process, 
from students to administrators, should be more conscience of the occurrences of 
cheating and the methods for minimizing these behaviors.      
Students. Students should be aware of course and institutional polices for 
cheating. Furthermore, students should also avoid disguising cheating behaviors under 
the assumption of approved collaboration or an allowed behavior due to course (online) 
or assignment (paper) type. Instead, students should ask for their professor’s help when 
needed to avoid having issues of doubts which may lead to cheating behaviors. Kirtman 
(2009) participants acknowledged “…they needed to ask more questions of the 
instructor” (p. 113). Kirtman (2009) determined interaction between the student and 
facilitator are important for the learning process. Kitsantas and Chow’s (2007) study also 
addressed the need for asking questions to improve learning experiences. For instance, 
Kitsantas and Chow (2007) explained “Support was also found for the hypothesis that 
students enrolled in courses with a Web element would report higher instances of formal 
help seeking than traditional students” (p. 393). Additionally, students in web-based 
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learning environments did not feel as threatened to ask for help as students in the 
traditional learning environment (Kitsantas & Chow, 2007). Thus, students who may find 
difficulty in approaching a professor in a face-to-face situation may want to initiate 
discussion via email first.  
Faculty. Faculty should not make the assumption that students know what 
constitutes cheating and the corresponding penalty. If faculty addressed these issues at 
the beginning of the course, it would educate students better and create a no-tolerance 
type culture. Whitely and Keith-Spiegel (2002) recommend open communication with 
students by generating a complete syllabus explaining assessments and how they will be 
evaluated. They also recommend explaining the relevance of the material and reviewing 
necessary academic skills. Similarly, Lang (2013) explains that these various facilitator 
techniques are methods to minimize academically dishonest behaviors. As was discussed 
earlier, he also suggests focusing more on a mastery-oriented approach by creating 
assessments reflective of the individual student and using a multitude of low-stake 
requirements to prepare for high-stake testing (Lang, 2013). These two methods 
encourage students to focus on their own learning and master concepts by applying 
material to relevant situations.   
Students should also understand when collaboration is acceptable and when it 
would be considered cheating. Facilitators who share their expectations are less likely to 
have student confusion regarding helping fellow classmates. This point is supported by 
the “Faculty should plan for cheating and be vigilant” theme. For instance, three KWIC 
categories within this theme include: policy in syllabus and discuss, explain cheating and 
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consequences, and explain collaboration. Cizek (2003) concurs, “…a teacher is not likely 
to see any cheating if he or she isn’t looking” (p. 66). 
Faculty should also build learning relationships with students where students feel 
comfortable asking questions and working with faculty toward a common goal (Deci & 
Ryan, 2002). For example, students and faculty can generate personalized learning 
contracts tailored for the individual student to meet course objectives. Furthermore, 
faculty can model academic integrity behaviors by sharing examples on how to properly 
prepare requirements, as well as, supporting resources for each assessment. For instance, 
faculty could provide students with an example formatted paper to use as a guideline of 
their expectations. In addition, campus resource information (i.e. library and writing 
center) and personal office hours could also be included as supplemental assignment 
materials.     
Administration. Many studies stress the importance of creating a no-tolerance 
policy for cheating. If administration better understood the discrepancies between faculty 
and student perceptions of cheating, administrators could aid in closing that gap. For 
example, Scanlon (2003) maintains:  
Plagiarism is a problematic and widely misunderstood concept for students, and 
the complicating factor of the Internet, where ease of acquisition too often is taken 
to mean common ownership, has only widened the divide between faculty and 
student notions of fair use” (p. 163).  
In response, universities could create more awareness of institutional policy beyond the 
course catalog and student handbook by generating an interesting and short (under three 
minute) YouTube video for students to watch regarding academically dishonest 
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behaviors. Administration could also improve student awareness of support services to 
increase the likelihood of students knowing where to find assistance and the comfort of 
asking for help when needed. For example, students should know the benefits the student 
writing center can have on assisting students with all stages of writing. Additionally, 
these support services can foster faculty instruction on academic integrity when offering 
individualized guidance.    
Administration could also assist faculty members with staying current on new 
technology and methods to use in the classroom to minimize cheating behaviors. As 
Whitley and Keith-Spiegel (2001) explained, “College and university faculty members 
rarely receive training on how to prevent, control and confront academic dishonesty” (p. 
333). Administrators could create faculty trainings which include methods for preventing 
cheating including mastery-oriented teaching methods. Trainings could also address 
institutional policies and how to incorporate these policies within the classroom to better 
educate students on academic skills including academic integrity.  
Limitations 
 There are a few limitations in the present study. For instance, more students 
participated fully than faculty members which greatly reduced the number of faculty 
participants while many of the student responses were maintained. Furthermore, there 
were more student responses to the solicitation than faculty creating a size discrepancy 
between the two groups.  
 A second limitation in this study is the volume of qualitative material. While 
analysis was completed on the most frequent words and corresponding responses, more 
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aspects of the word lists could be analyzed for other emerging themes. In addition, 
multiple coders could have been used to improve the reliability of the themes.  
Another limitation in studying academic dishonesty is accurate participant 
response. While participants should feel complete anonymity from the study to lessen 
concerns regarding academic persecution from their replies, they could still provide 
socially desirable responses. Additionally, vignettes aid in controlling variables; such as 
motivation and context; however, they are not exactly like real-world experiences. Thus, 
factors established within the data may not easily replicate in the actual classroom. 
Therefore, while this study adds to the field of research for academic dishonesty, other 
forms of methodology should be considered for future research.  
Future Research 
 There are several opportunities for future research. First, the current study did not 
address personal cheating habits for students in the two course formats (online and F2F). 
As a result, students and faculty could be evaluated for these same behaviors from 
personal experience; such as, students performing the behavior and faculty reporting the 
behavior. It would be interesting to see how often behaviors are reported in comparison 
to those actually performed. An additional question of interest would be whether faculty 
reported more academically dishonest behaviors in online or F2F courses. This study 
could also evaluate if students cheat more in an online environment versus a F2F 
classroom.  
 Another possible study could include conducting interviews with students and 
faculty who have experience in both online and F2F classrooms. This method would 
achieve a detailed, personal reflection on the student and faculty member’s perceived 
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culture for cheating in both learning environments. Since the current study addressed 
mastery- and performance-oriented courses through vignettes, the situations were 
controlled and did not account for the complex dynamics within a classroom. By 
conducting interviews, additional contextual issues could be accounted for in the 
analysis. Moreover, the student and faculty responses could be compared for 
discrepancies among perceptions.  
 Prior researchers have offered suggestions on creating mastery-oriented 
classrooms (Lang, 2013; Whitley & Keith-Spiegel, 2002) which were similar to the 
current study’s participant comments. Further research is needed to determine if these 
suggestions (e.g., unique learning experiences) lessen opportunities for cheating. These 
various techniques could be examined through vignettes or actual classroom 
modifications with student and facilitator focus groups on the new learning experience. 
Although faculty may improve academic integrity by using mastery-oriented 
techniques, some students may still find the urge to cheat. As a result, future research 
could also include student personality and academically dishonest behaviors. For 
example, Miller et al. (2007) proposed more research on students who cheat for a “thrill.” 
These studies could determine whether mastery-oriented methods would minimize the 
risk of getting caught, thus lessening the likelihood of cheating by sensation-seeking 
students.    
Summary 
Through this mixed method study, students and faculty identified academically 
dishonest behaviors and recognized the influence of classroom context on cheating. The 
essence of this research was further supported by students acknowledging the likelihood 
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of cheating in a performance-oriented classroom. Consequently, faculty should explain, 
guide and demonstrate academic integrity as one method to promote honest academic 
behaviors. Additionally, integrating mastery-oriented strategies in the classroom will 
cultivate student learning through individualized experiences which can occur in both 
online and F2F learning environments. 
Cheating will be a perpetual issue and students using cheating as a pseudo 
learning method will hinder their own foundational knowledge and decrease the level of 
academic rigor for their peers. Facilitators who are unaware of academically dishonest 
behaviors in the classroom also unknowingly minimize their standards for students. 
Collaboration is key. Rather than students using it as a method to cheat, students, faculty 
and administration should use collaboration to send a clear message; academically 
dishonest behaviors are not acceptable regardless of whether learning is taking place in a 
F2F or online class. To achieve this message, educators should encourage unique learning 
experiences where students feel they are contributing directly to their educational 
experience.   
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APPENDIX B: VARIMAX ROTATION FOR LOGO II 
Table 19 
Varimax Rotation of Four Factor Solution for LOGO II 
 Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4 
 Learning 
Oriented 
Behaviors 
Goal Oriented Learning 
Material 
Learning 
Oriented 
Attitude 
25. I participate in out-of class 
activities even when extra credit is 
not given. 
.778    
26. I buy books for courses other 
than those I am actually taking. 
.740  -.223  
17. I do optional reading that my 
instructors suggest even though I 
know it won’t affect my grade. 
.734    
32. I browse in the library even 
when not working on a specific 
assignment. 
.696    
22. I stay after interesting classes 
to discuss material with the 
instructors. 
.690    
18. I try to make time for outside 
reading despite the demands of my 
coursework. 
.558    
29. I try to keep all my old 
textbooks because I like going 
back through them after class is 
over. 
.507 -.231   
2. I think it is unfair to test 
students on material not covered in 
class lectures and discussions, 
even if it is in reading 
assignments. 
 .644   
9. Instructors expect too much out-
of-class reading and studying by 
students. 
 .581   
30. I try to find out how easy or 
hard an instructor grades before 
signing up for a course. 
 .578   
11. I dislike courses in which a lot 
of material is presented in class, or 
in readings, that does not appear 
on exams. 
 .565 .209  
21. I get irritated by students who 
ask questions that go beyond what 
we need to know for exams. 
 .562   
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27.  I borrow old term papers or 
speeches from my friends to 
meet class requirements. 
.437 .513 -.460  
20.  I will withdraw from an 
interesting class rather than risk 
getting a poor grade. 
 .512 -.248  
6. Written assignments (i.e., 
homework, projects, etc.) that 
are not graded are a waste of a 
student’s time. 
 .475  .313 
19. I try to get old tests when I 
think the instructor will use the 
same questions again. 
 .473   
24. When looking at a syllabus on 
the first day of class, I turn to the 
section on tests and grades first. 
 .446   
28. I cut classes when confident 
that lecture material will not be 
on an exam. 
 .396 -.352 .233 
8. I think that without regularly 
scheduled exams I would not 
learn and remember very much. 
 .376 .267 -.315 
7. I appreciate the instructor who 
provides honest and detailed 
evaluation of my work though 
such evaluation is sometimes 
unpleasant. 
  .608 .257 
10. I find the process of learning 
new material fun. 
.262  .573  
1. I enjoy classes in which the 
instructor attempts to relate 
material to concerns beyond the 
classroom. 
  .573  
31. I’m tempted to cheat on 
exams when I’m confident I 
won’t get caught. 
.276 .399 -.563  
23. I discuss interesting material 
that I’ve learned in class with my 
friends or family. 
  .535  
16. I think grades provide me a 
good goal to work toward. 
  .485 -.231 
15. I am more concerned about 
seeing which questions I missed 
than I am with finding my test 
grade. 
.240  .306  
14. I do not find studying at 
home to be interesting or 
pleasant. 
-.334   .574 
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5. I get annoyed when lectures or 
class presentations are only 
rehashes of easy reading 
assignments. 
   .558 
12. Easy classes that are not 
pertinent to my educational goals 
generally bore me. 
   .512 
13. A teacher’s comments on an 
essay test mean more to me than 
my actual test score. 
.297   .437 
3. I dislike courses which 
require ungraded out-of-class 
activities. 
-.331 .307 .219 .356 
4. I prefer to write a term paper on 
interesting material than to take a 
test on the same general topic. 
   .344 
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APPENDIX C: VARIMAX ROTATION FOR LOGO F 
Table 20 
Varimax Rotation of Two Factor Solution for LOGO F 
 Component 1 Component 2 
 Goal Oriented Learning 
Oriented 
6. I wish my colleagues across the campus were 
tougher graders. 
.655  
11. I set grading standards that are designed 
primarily to challenge the brightest students in my 
classes. 
.642  
9. I worry about colleagues who are giving an ever 
increasing number of A’s and B’s. 
.597  
18. I encourage students to focus primarily on their 
studies and to limit their participation in 
extracurricular activities which might jeopardize 
their GPA. 
.539  
19. I tell students that competition for grades 
prepares them for the competitive nature of 
adult life. 
.530 .236 
5. I think it useful to use grades as incentives to 
increase student performance. 
.476 -.340 
17. I orient my teaching style (e.g., content, 
pace, difficulty level) to satisfy the needs of 
upper level students and hope that the others 
can keep up. 
.456 .360 
2. I think students should be encouraged to 
collaborate rather than compete. 
-.398  
12. I emphasize in my conversations with students 
the importance of studying to obtain “good 
grades.” 
.363  
7. I don’t mind if students enroll in my classes 
under the “pass/fail” or “audit” options. 
-.322 .226 
10. I would prefer teaching a course in which no 
grades were given than a typical graded course. 
 .630 
16. I design course assignments that encourage 
students to read outside my discipline. 
 .574 
8. I think my colleagues across campus place too 
much emphasis on using grades to motivate 
students. 
-.221 .554 
13. I allow students the opportunity to choose 
among alternative assignments as a way to 
enhance motivation. 
 .490 
4. Students’ concern about grades often 
interferes with learning in my classroom. 
.267 .488 
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1. Without regularly scheduled exams most 
students would not learn the material I present. 
.258 -.486 
3. I think college grades are good predictors of 
success in later life. 
.424 -.475 
15. I am willing to make exceptions to stated 
grading criteria when unusual circumstances arise. 
 .444 
20. I reward student improvement and growth by 
weighing the students’ progress in my grading 
system. 
 .435 
14. I encourage students to raise questions in class 
that are topic-related but which also go beyond the 
scope of the tests which I prepare. 
 .415 
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 APPENDIX D: TOP TEN FREQUENCY WORD LISTS 
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APPENDIX E: STUDENT AND FACULTY EMERGENT THEME 
 
 
 
Figure 4 An example of the emergent theme process for students and faculty anticipating 
cheating. The figure includes example KWIC categories at the bottom of the hierarchy 
which were combined to create subgroups. The next hierarchical level is the core 
elements which combined emerged a theme for students and faculty participants.  
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Performance 
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